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ABSTRACT 


The present study takes as a starting point the question of whether Proto-Turkic had an onset *h- or *p- 
and aims at reconstructing its consonantism. The answer to the initial question is searched for in the 
fourteen Turkic lexical loans of adjacent languages such as Mongolic, Kitan, Yeniseian, and Samoyedic. 
At first sight, the data provided by these loanwords seem ambiguous. However, once it is demonstrated 
that both the daughter languages of Proto-Turkic, namely Proto-Bulgar Turkic and Proto-Common 
Turkic, had the historically unattested initials “d,- and *n-, these data can be taken to point to the 
existence of *p- in these languages as well as in Proto-Turkic. The discussion is extended with the 
question of rhotacism and lambdacism. As regards the rhotacism, Proto-Turkic is assumed to have two 
rhotic consonants, phonologically denoted as */r, r,/. The lambdacism, on the other hand, turns out to 
be a tougher problem. Based on several lexical borrowings into and from Turkic, a further consonant 
*/t,/ is posited for Proto-Turkic. This consonant, originally of affricate and probably later of fricative 
pronunciation, yielded /5/ in Common Turkic and /l/ in Bulgar Turkic. Thus, the Proto-Turkic 
consonantism is reconstructed as having a series of consonants */t, d, r,/ that underwent serious 
changes in historical Turkic. Finally, */k,/ is added to this series to explain the correspondence of k- and 
vocalic onset between some Turco-Mongolic cognates. In addition, significant sound changes in the 


prehistory of Turkic are dated through external evidence. 
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To my first teacher in Mongolian, 
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ON *P- AND OTHER PROTO-TURKIC CONSONANTS 


1. INTRODUCTION 


One of the main pillars of the Altaic theory is the onset *p-. If some Tungusic languages are disregarded, 
this initial has been mainly reserved for “Proto-Altaic” and employed as an argument in support of a 
genetic relationship between the subfamilies (cf. Ramstedt 1916-1920, Pelliot 1925, Aalto 1955). The 
“Proto-Altaic” *p- is assumed to have been dropped in Turkic, yielded h- in Mongolic, and was partly 
preserved and partly changed to f- / h- / O in Tungusic. 

As in earlier studies the reconstruction of Proto-Turkic was dealt with only in the framework of 
the Altaic theory, the question of whether Proto-Turkic had an onset *h- or *p- has not been scrutinized 
with the attention it deserves. In the rare cases, such as Poppe (1958: 96-97; 1965: 152-154), where this 
question was directly addressed, the existence of the onset *p- and “d- in Proto-Turkic has been strongly 
argued against, with the claim that these consonants cannot be reconstructed by means of inner-Turkic 
data. 

Earlier attempts at the reconstruction of Proto-Turkic as an independent linguistic entity made 
it possible for such questions to be discussed separately. G. Doerfer, an eminent opponent of the Altaic 
theory, was the first scholar to explicitly reconstruct *p- for Proto-Turkic (what he called Urtürkisch in 
his German terminology) (TMEN I 97). He maintained this opinion also in his later works (KhM 163- 
165). Nevertheless, systematic studies on the subject are still lacking to date. Recent works have mostly 
put forward various assumptions without further discussion. A. Róna-Tas (1998: 71; 2022: 64) postulated 
*p- for Proto-Turkic, whereas M. Erdal (2004: 80-81, 101-102) posited *h-. These assumptions in their 
given formulations do not go beyond educated guesses. 

The difficulty arises from the shallow time-depth of the extant historical texts of Turkic in 
contrast to the antiquity of the protolanguage. Even in its earliest written records, Turkic exhibits no p-, 

f or h- in word-initial position. Some Turkic names and titles preserved in Tibetan, Chinese and Bactrian 
transcriptions provide us with early instances of h- (Venturi 2008; Sims-Williams 2002; Kasai 2014). The 


Old Uyghur texts written in 'Phags-pa also show examples of the Turkic h- (Zieme 1998). Otherwise, we 


1See also hóulóufülei [EEE] *hulug bägräk ‘Great Son of Heaven (ART), a title assumed by Afüzhiluó PJR Ze Së of 


the Gaoché ja; EH (Ligeti 1986: 431). 
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find the Turkic onset h- only in Khaladj as systematically preserved although there are also a few 
secondary cases. Kabul Afshar, a south Oghuz language spoken in Afghanistan, also seems to have 
preserved the initial A- in many cases (Doerfer 1985b). In some modern Turkic languages such as New 
Uyghur or the Anatolian dialects of Turkish, h- has been sporadically retained. The alternation of the 
onset vowel and the consonant y- in Old Turkic is also considered an indirect indication of an earlier 
*h-. All this material has largely been collected and discussed by Doerfer (1981, 1982). For a list of verbs 
with the initial alternation of Ø- ~ y- in Old Turkic, see Erdal (OTWF 858b-859a; 2004: 81). 

We can safely assume that the Turkic /- that appears scattered temporally and spatially goes 
back to a prehistoric *p- although we have no direct sources that confirm this suggestion. Four facts 
strengthen this assumption: 

1 Phonological gap in Turkic: Although /b/ [v] and /p/ [b p] stand in phonological contrast in 
word-medial position, we find word-initial /b/ realized as [b] only in native words. Thus, we may 
conclude that the onset *h- and non-initial -p- were in complementary distribution in Early 
Common Turkic and Early Bulgar Turkic.” 

2. Areal sound change: The sound change of p- > f > h- is very common in the language families 
of the area. It is directly observable in Mongolic (if Kitan included), Tungusic, Samoyedic and 
Yeniseian. 

3. Universal sound change: The sound change of p > A is universally common, e.g., PIE “p- > Arm. 
h-/@- (Olsen 2017: 426), Common Celtic Ø- (P. Sims-Williams 2017: 363); Proto-Dravidian *p- > 
Classical Kannada *p- > Modern Kannada h-/@- (Andronov 2003: 54-55, 81). 

4. Secondary nature of /h/: The glottal fricative /h/ is aweak segment and often a result of lenition 


of stronger obstruents such as /p s k/ (Lass 1976: 156-163). 


The main purpose of this paper is to bring together the linguistic material that attests to the 
prehistoric Turkic *p- and to answer the question whether the Proto-Turkic language had an initial *p-, 


*h- or another consonant. 


2 Erdal (2004: 102n.) was skeptical of this distribution and suggested that the Proto-Turkic */h/ may have been the primary 
sound. This supposition raises many questions as to how */h/ developed in medial and final position and what */p/ yielded 


in the onset. 


ÜNAL, *ON *P- AND OTHER PROTO-TURKIC CONSONANTS" 


The only possible way to answer this question properly is to demonstrate that one of the two 
main branches of Turkic, namely Common Turkic and Bulgar Turkic, or both, had the initial *p-. This 
can be shown only if it is supported by the external evidence provided by the adjacent languages. In 
particular, the loanwords whose reconstructed donor forms correspond to the Common Turkic words 
containing /3/ and /z/ are of special importance for us. If the existence of *p- in one or both branches 
of Turkic cannot be proved successfully, then it should be assumed that Proto-Turkic had only an onset 
*h-. as Common Turkic does. 

If we can prove that Proto-Turkic hada *p-, there arises one more question: Why do the daughter 


languages of Proto-Turkic lack any trace of this onset consonant? 
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2. TURKIC LOANWORDS IN ADJACENT LANGUAGES INDICATING AN 
ONSET *P- 


In the following section, the linguistic material that is relevant to the prehistoric Turkic *p- is given in a 
random order. There is a total of fourteen lexical comparisons in differing degrees of reliability. In most 
cases, these comparisons present "borrowing chains" from Turkic to Tungusic via Mongolic. In others, 
they hint at ancient ties between Turkic and Yeniseian or Turkic and Samoyedic without any 
intermediary. Where needed, commentaries are added. 

Borrowings of different periods and/or into different recipient languages are numbered 
successively. Possible scenarios pertaining to the same loan process are marked with the same number 
followed by different letters. 

In this section, <p> is used to denote the consonant that surfaces as /r/ in Chuvash and in related 
loanwords but as /z/ in Common Turkic. Avoiding the traditional «rp, it is intended to keep the 
neutrality of the notation with regard to the question of rhotacism and zetacism. The same applies to 
<> which replaces <p. It is used to denote the consonant that surfaces as /l/ in Chuvash and in related 
loanwords but as /3/ in Common Turkic. In rare cases, «I» is used to signal the uncertainty of whether 
the phoneme should be identified with /r/ or /n/. 

The vowel signs */á À 116 6 üü/, which appear at coda position in reconstructed Turkic forms 
throughout the study, do not necessarily signal phonetically reduced vowels. They indicate (probably 
unstressed) vowels that were dropped in the course of time and were completely lost in historical Turkic. 
In medial position, on the other hand, the vowel signs */â â/ stand for vowels that gave the archphoneme 


/X/ in historical Turkic and /A/ in Mongolic. 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 1 


Tu.: CT öküz ~ höküz ‘ox’ (ED 120; ESTJa I 521-523; TMEN $397) < CT *höküz; Chuv. väkär (Müll. wukor) 
‘byk (ChuvRSI 68) < BT *(h)ökür. 

Mo.: PM *hüker ‘bovine, ox’ (N 367; K 143; PhM 311) < PPM "pókür, cf. Bu 9 pii[ker] ‘ox’ (Vovin 2019: 126). 
Kit.: Ø 
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Tg.: Barguzin Evk. hukur ‘cow’ (Khabtagaeva 2017: 89) < PEvk. *hökör ‘Rind’ (Doerfer 1978: 80)? 


Remaining lgs.: Hung. ökör ‘ox’ (TLH 663-667). 


Borrowing(s): 


Tu. *pókün > PPM *pökür > PM *hüker ~ *hókór^ ^ PEvk. *hökör 


Commentary: The Turkic word can be analyzed as a compound of *póg and *kür. The Common Turkic 
cognate of the latter, i.e., "küz may be linked to PY *ku’s losad” (Starostin 1995: 240), *ku't / *ku’s ‘Pferd’ 
(Werner 2002: 1/457), *kus ‘horse’ (Fortescue-Vajda 2022: 268).° Tuhan hös ‘cow’ (Ragagnin 2013: 359) and 
WYug. kus ‘bovine’ (contaminated with CT höküz) (Roos 2000: 313) can be regarded as survivals of CT 
*küz ‘cow. *póg survives in CT ög ‘four-year-old (animal) (ED 99) and CT *Aógác 'two-/three-year-old 
ram or sheep’ (Li 2003: 568). The initial *h- is preserved in Tt. dial. höğeğ, hógüc 1. baharda bir yaşında 
olan koyun, toklu; 2. iki, üç yaşındaki erkek koyun’ (DS 2428), hóvec 1. yaşına girmiş enenmiş erkek koyun; 
2. üç yaşında erkek koyun' (DS 2439) as well as in Arm. hogac ‘gelded ram’ (Dankoff 1995: 183) and Kurd. 
hogaé, högiğ, öga€ ‘dvuxgodovalyj baran, jalovaja ovca' (ESKJa I 445).° DLT ög at ‘four-year-old horse’ 
shows that ög was used mainly adjectivally. The Late Proto-Turkic form may have emerged as a result of 
the simplification of the consonant cluster */gk/: *pógkün > *pökür. See Berta (2005: 191-196) for 


another possible etymology of CT *hdkiiz. 


3 Cf. MT (8156) and SS (II 341) for the other Tungusic forms. 
4 Cf. Kmg. üker ~ ökör 1. krupnyj rogatyj skot; 2. vol, kastrirovannyj byk; 3. korova (KmgRSl 301) for a similar alternation. 


5 The word has come to mean ‘cow’ in Ket. The Xiongnu juétí jt *kuti ‘horse’ must be somehow related to the Yeniseian 


word family (Vovin 2000: 91). The same transcription is reconstructed as kuet-dei « *kwét-dé by Schuessler (2014: 273). 


6 In Khaladj, we only find forms without A-: eyác (ugaj, ügağ, öwgaj) 'dreijáhriges (männliches) Lamm’ (WCh 112), ógác, çugâğ, 
ogäc ‘Schaf, 2-3 Jahre alt (LSpCh 303-304). As terms of animal husbandry, they must have been borrowed from Azerbaijani 
(Doerfer 1981: 98). The relationship of Alb. hokog (with variants hakoç and harkoç) ‘uncastrated boar’ (Orel 1998: 150) to the 


Turkic word is also questionable. 
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LEXICAL COMPARISON 2 


Tu.: CT oz- ‘to outstrip, to escape, to surpass, to precede, to flee’ (ED 279; ESTJa I 425; Wilkens 2021a: 520), 
Kh. g'z- ‘verlassen’ (LSpCh 304), Kh. hozzug ‘Durchgang’ (LSpCh 293) < CT *hoz-. 

Mo.: PM *horgu- ‘to flee’ (N 360; K 149, 158) < PPM *poruku-. 

Kit.: Ø 

Tg.: Ø 


Remaining lgs.: Ø 


Borrowing(s): 


Tu. *poruku- (> CT *ozuk-) > PPM *poruku- > PM *horgu- 


Commentary: Unexpectedly, the Khaladj verb o'z- does not exhibit *h-. It must be a loanword from 
Oghuz languages (cf. Tkm. oz-). The noun Aozz-uq, however, secures the initial *h-. If Chuv. vara 'potom, 
posle; popozze, nemnogo pogodja' (ChuvRSl 64) goes back to *(h)or-a, it also belongs here. Its Common 
Turkic equivalent oza, on the contrary, means ‘formerly, before’ (ED 280). 

As no verbal formative *-gU- is known in Mongolic, the loanword must have originated from an 
unattested -(X)k- derivative of the Turkic verb. Note that Chuvash has numerous -Ax- derivatives with 
no counterparts in Common Turkic (Levitskaja 1976: 172—174). This formative must have been more 


productive in prehistoric times. 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 3 


Tu.: CT üz- ‘to tear, to pull apart or to pieces’ (ED 279-280; ESTJa I 621-622), OU üz- 'abschneiden; yüz- 
‘zerreifSen’ (Wilkens 2016: 1099, 1121), Kh. höz- ~ hiz- ‘zerreißen’ (WCh 133), Kh. hüz- ‘zerreifSen’ (LSpCh 
293) < CT *hiiz-. 


7 Räsänen (1920: 119) sought the origin of Chuv. vara in a form cognate with Tat. art ‘jenseitig; nach, hinter. In this etymology, 
the onset v- remains inexplicable. Ramstedt (1922-1923: 14), on the other hand, equated it to the Old Turkic özä ‘oben’ which 


has later come to be transcribed as üzâ (ED 280—281). 
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Mo.: PM “hürtesün 'scrap, rag, shred; piece, morsel' (K 158; Khabtagaeva 2017: 141) « PPM “pürüte. 
Kit: Ø 
Tg.: Nercha Evk. urtasun, urtahun ‘rags’ (Khabtagaeva 2017: 141) (+ Mo. ürtesün). 


Remaining lgs.: Ø 


Borrowing(s): 


Tu. *pürütä (-0 ?) > PPM *pürüte > PM *hürtesün > ürtesün > Evk. urtasun, urtahun 


Commentary: In the Altaistic tradition, CT *hüz- is commonly linked to the Mongolic *hürü- ‘to rub off 
(with the hands), to grind, to sharpen, to grate, to file' (N 371; K 145) (see KWb 459; Ramstedt 1957: 149; 
Poppe 1960: 12, 11, 132). Poppe (1927: 113), however, compared it earlier with Mo. üre- ‘untergehen, which 
can be identified with WM üre- ‘to waste, squander; to destroy, ruin, erase, eliminate’ (L 1011). Tekin (1995: 
175) also equated the Turkic verb with Mo. üre- ‘to destroy, ruin’ Although both comparisons are 
phonetically satisfying, the semantic discrepancies are conspicuous. Furthermore, WM üre- may 
underlie a phonetic *üree- (cf. Ord. ure-), which is the causative of the intransitive base *üre- ‘to perish, 
to be destroyed’ (cf. Oir. üre-, Kalm. rat" 

If we leave the older comparisons aside, we can see that the Common Turkic nominal derivative 


üzük” “broken, torn; piece, fragment’ (ED 285) is more similar in meaning with SH hürtesün 


'(geschnittene) Seidenstreifen, Seidenlappen (Xi Y (Haenisch 1939: 79) and ZY hürdesü ‘morceaux 
(d'argent)/(silver) morsels' (Kara 1990: 300) than the verbs mentioned above. The base of CT üzük is 
certainly *hüz-. Yet, it is disputable whether PM *hürtesün is derived from the aforementioned *hürü- 
or *(h)üre-. Kara (1990: 300) is in favor of the former whereas Khabtagaeva (2017: 141) favors the latter. 
Interestingly, CT *hüz- has also similar secondary meanings as *(h)üre- (see ESTJa I 621-622). As 


plausible as Khabtagaeva's etymology may seem, it fails to be convincing because the initial *h- of 


8 Bur. üri- and Khal. ürex, both of which are transitive, contradict this assumption. Either we have a secondary shortening in 


these languages, or we must posit *üre- both as a transitive and intransitive verb. 


9 Also cf. Tt. dial. üzük 'yipramig kumaş ve elbise’ (AD 406), Kaz. üzik 1. interruption, break, intermission; 2. narrow part of a 
river; 3. river connecting two lakes; 4. thick felt covering yurt; 5. strait, sound; 6. ragged, torn-off, alienaged (from), cut off 


(from) (Shnitnikov 1966: 285), Tel. üzük ‘ein abgerissenes Stück, Zwischenraum’ (R I 1895). 
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*(h)üre- cannot be established." Furthermore, in both etymologies, it remains inexplicable why the 
second vowel got syncopated. 

After long consideration, I am convinced that PPM “piiriite ‘rags’ was borrowed from Turkic as 
a derived noun. This form formally corresponds to CT “hüz-üt, which is preserved in Tuv. üzüt 
‘razobscénnyj’ (TuvRSl 446)." Semantically, however, it matches better with üzük ‘torn off’ as attested in 
İrk Bitig (Tekin 19932: 67). A similar borrowing from Turkic into Mongolic, which contains the formative 
-(U)t, is PM “dalda ‘hidden, concealed, secret’ < PPM *daluta + Tu. *darutä (-6 ?), cf. CT yas-ut ‘hidden, 
secretly' (ED 977). 

PPM "pürüte ‘rags’ yielded *hürte.sün in Proto-Mongolic, and this form got contaminated with 
*hürüdesün ‘filings, sawdust, a derivative from *hürü- with -dAsUn (Poppe 1991 $144) and the synonym 
of *hürübtesün. As regards PM *hürü-, it cannot be linked to PTg. *puru- ‘to cut, to chop, to grind, to 
break” (SS II 354) as is done by many scholars of Altaistic tendency. The Tungusic word is clearly back- 


vocalic as is signaled by Man. furungga ‘finely cut’ (Norman 2013: 126). 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 4 


Tu.: CT ayaz 'bright, cloudless' (ED 276; VEWT 11), WYug. (aq) xayas 'jasnoe nebo' (Malov 1957: 134), Kh. 
hayâz ‘wolkenloser Tag, wolkenloser Wetter’ (WCh 127) < CT *hayaz; Chuv. uyar ‘jasnaja pogoda; védro; 
jasnyj, vedrennyj; yasno; vedrenno' (ChuvRSl 521) < BT "hayan. 

Mo.: Ø 

Kit.: Ø 

Tg.: Ø 


10 Kara's (2009: 323) equation of the preclassical WM üre- with Dag. xur- ‘to scatter, to sow (seeds)' is unacceptable. The 


Dagur verb is probably an analogical formation from the noun xur ‘seed. 


n CT üzüt ‘soul’ (ED 281), attested since Old Uyghur, is probably a metaphorical use of the same word. See Özertural (2018: 


65-69) for an argumentation in favor of a derivation from öz ‘self, spirit’ with «(X)t. 


12 See also Nan. nopiypr ‘pilit’, raspilivat" (Protod’jakonov 1901: 331), Spoken Man. furuma [furum] ‘to chop, to cleave’ 
(Yamamoto 1969 $1730), fulum [fulum] ‘cut (YJ) (Kim et al. 2008: 71), Bala p'urun, Alchuka p'ulun ‘ZZ, NEZ [shreds, 


shredded pork with preserved vegetable (a dish)] (Mü Yéjün 1987: 9). 


10 
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Remaining lgs.: PY *pu’r jasnyj (o pogode) (Starostin 1995: 75), PY "mai? ‘klar, schön, heiter (vom 


Wetter)’ (Werner 2002: 1/344). 


Borrowing(s): 


Tu. *payán > PY *p'aA 


Commentary: The vocalism of the Proto-Yeniseian form is at first sight problematic. Nevertheless, a 
contraction of the sequence /aya/ is possible. Moksha aepa ‘1. rezkij, pronizyvajuscij (o vetre); 2. vetreno, 
proxladno' (MRSI 26), which is a loanword from Old Chuvash (Paasonen 1897 $6), exhibits a similar 
weakening of this sequence. Imbat (C) Ayel, hyel’ and Yugh (C) fyer ‘heiter, klar’ (Werner 2003:132) might 


also point to a disyllabic origin. 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 5 


Tu.: OU özKân - yözKän ‘rain’ (Tezcan 1989), özkân - yözkân ‘starker Regen’ (Wilkens 2021a: 917), Kangat 
(Khakas) üskün 'dozd” (Borgojakov 1973: 113), Tof. 3sken 'dozd” (Rassadin 1971: 214), ó'sken 'dozd” 
(Rassadin 2005: 80), Yak. öksüön 'trübes, regnerisches Herbstwetter (mit Schnee)' (Monastyrjew 2006: 
123), Yak. öhüön langandauernder Regen’ (Monastyrjew 2006: 124) < CT *hózgün" < CT *hézga-. 

Mo.: Bur. ühee ^. zatjaZnoj doZd'; 2. atr.; ühee boroo prolivnoj doZd" (BurRSI II 361) (+ Yak. *ösän). 

Kit.: Ø 

Tg.: Orok nyp3- ‘morosit’ (o dožde} (SS II 44), nyp3- ‘morosit’, sejat'sja (o dozde)’ (OrokRSl 274), nypsj 
‘dozd’ (melkij) (SS II 44), nypsj ‘melkij dozd” (OrokRSI 275) < STg. *pörâgâ-; perhaps related to the 
Mankova Ev. ur'o 'sypat'sja, posypat'sja' (EEW 812170), Barguzin Evk. uro ‘sypat’sja’ (EEW 812171) < NTg. 


*pörö- (2). 


13 Considering the correspondence of PY "mia"? Fischblase, Blase’ (Werner 2002: I/342) and PS "mär ‘Blase’ (SW n4), it is 
clear that the Proto-Yeniseian */A/ was originally a rhotic consonant. Note that the same lexeme is reconstructed as *po?f (~ 


-r,) puzyr (rybij) by Starostin (1995: 247). 


14 Perhaps related to CT ögrän ~ örgân ‘river, brook’ (Róna-Tas 1999) and özän ‘river, brook’ (see ESTJa I 510—512). 
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Remaining lgs.: Ø 


Borrowing(s): 
1. Tu. *pónügá- > (Mo. >) STg. *pörägä- 
2. Tu. *püná- ^ (Mo. >) NTg. *póró- 


Commentary: The Old Uyghur alternation of the vocalic onset and /y/ is a clear indication of the 
Common Turkic *h-. Yak. öksüön comes from a metathesized *öksân < *ögzân whereas öhüön goes back 
to the more original form *ösân < *özgân. The latter proves that the velar in this word was originally 
voiced. /ö/ is secured by the Tofan and Yakut forms. All these point to an Early Common Turkic *hözgän. 

As regards the formation of this noun, it is likely to be a derivative with the suffix -(X)n. This 
formative mostly has a dominant vowel in Old Uyghur. However, there are contrary cases such as OU 
(Maitrisimit) yaru-n ‘dawn, daybreak’ and (K$anti Kilguluk Nom Bitig) kisä-n ‘horse’s hobble, fetters’ 
where the archiphoneme of the suffix is non-dominant. *hözgän must be one of these cases. If so, its 
verbal base has the form *hözgä- ‘to rain. This form is, in my opinion, related to STg. *pörâgâ-, which 
surfaces as rrypà- in Orok. 

Although the relevant words in Turkic and Southern Tungusic are poorly attested, the 
comparison is phonologically and semantically impeccable. 

Regarding the Northern Tungusic forms, it is difficult to identify their origin. If they indeed go 
back to *póró-, they may be related to the base of *hözgä-, which is to be analyzed as *höz-üg+d-, cf. 
kur(u)g+a- and tat(t)g+a- as similar derivatives (OTWF 421, 423-424). DLT ózüK ‘any land that is swampy 
or flooded’ (CTD I 11) may be the otherwise unattested base of *hözgä-. If so, it must be read as özüg 


and separated from üzük süw 'an arm of a river' given under the same entry. 
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LEXICAL COMPARISON 6 


Tu.: Talas 3 oš ‘vnutr” (Batmanov 1971: 12-13, 51), İrk Bitig oš ‘abdomen, internal organs, intestines’ (Tekin 
19932: 61), DLT os” ‘the heart, centre (qalb) of a tree-trunk, branch or horn’ (ED 255), FZG “NY recte: «Sy» 
osi^ ‘intestines (i$kanbeh) (Dankoff 1987: 12), Yak. osoyos (< *osakac) Bauch, Darm’ (Böhtlingk 1851: 26), 
ot is (< *os ič) Cast Cernyx vnutrennostej u konnago skota’ (Pek. II 1894), is-ös (< “ic os) ‘zivot’ (Pek. I 961) 
< CT *(h)os. 

Mo.: Ø 

Kit.: Ø 

Tg.: Ø 

Remaining lgs.: PY poole ‘žirnyj’ (Starostin 1995: 251), PY *p'ola fett’ (Werner 2002: 1/327), PY *powtt ‘fat’ 


(Fortescue-Vajda 2022: 270). 


Borrowing(s): 

Tu. *porá > PY *p'olo 

Commentary: For the Proto-Yeniseian word, a semantic development of ‘stomach, intestines’ > fat, fatty’ 
must be assumed. Seeing Latin aruina “fat, lard' going back to the Proto-Italic *arow-i- 'entrails' (de Vaan 
2008: 56) as well as Old Prussian instran ‘fat’ related to the Proto-Slavic *etrö ‘liver, entrails’ and Sanskrit 
antrá- ‘intestine’ (Derksen 2015: 558-559), such a change would not be unparalleled. The weakest point 


of this comparison is, however, that the Turkic word has not been attested with *h-. 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 7 


Tu.: CT *kunas ‘the blazing heat of the (midday) sun, the sun’ (ED 679) < CT kün ‘sun’ + "(A)as ‘heat, 


Chuv. xével (Str. kuell, Müll. chwel) X propisnoe Solnce, solneényj; solnce, solneényj' (ChuvRSl 551) < BT 


15 Read as 6s ‘the core (qalb) of a tree or branch or horn’ by Dankoff & Kelly (CTD I 89). 


16 The word must be regarded as a 3G possessive form. 
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*kunâr < BT *kiin ‘sun’ + *(h)âz ‘heat; CT *cogas (later assimilated to *Cégac) (Yak. suos) ‘heat (of the 
sun) (Kałużyński 1962: 189) < CT cog ‘heat’ + *(h)as ‘heat. 

Mo.: WM asa- ‘to burn, catch fire, ignite, burn’ (L 55), CM asa- ‘to catch fire, burn, flame up’ (Sün 1990: 
121), Kmg. asaxu ‘zazigat’sja, zagorat’sja, oxvatyvat’ — o plameni’ (KmgRSI 28). 

Kit.: Ø 

Tg.: Ø 


Remaining lgs.: PY "lol ‘heiß, warm’ (Werner 2002: I/276).” 


Borrowing(s): 
1. Tu. *pár > PY *p'al 


2. CT *(h)as+a- > Mo. asa- 


Commentary: In this comparison, a nominal root that has never been directly attested is assumed to 
have existed. It probably lives on in CT *kunas and *cogas. Berta (1997) asserted that the former goes 
back to a compound of kün ‘sun’ and *yas(i) heat.” This cannot be true if *ogàs is also taken into 
account as a similar compound.” Instead, I presume that the second part was *(h)âs with the meaning 
of ‘heat. The palatalization of /n/ may have arisen as a compensation for the assimilation of /ü/ to /u/ 
due to vowel harmony.” For the same reason, künâs, a variant of *kunâs in which the assimilation was 


progressive, does not exhibit any palatalization. 


17 Including the Ket and Yugh words into the word family, Werner (2002: 11/56) gave a completely different reconstruction, 
namely *ap^o(/). This comes near to Starostin's (1995: 182) reconstruction “apV ‘Zara, Zar; pot (further *apV.'teplyj, Zarkij’ 
for Kott and Arin). Instead of assuming an irregular aphaeresis in Kott, Assan and Arin, it is more appropriate to assume two 


distinct roots. 


18 Seeing that its verbal derivatives yasi- and yasu- revolve around the idea of ‘light’ and not the ‘heat, *ya$ must have rather 


signified 'shine, light, illumination: 


19 Eren (1999: 97a) considered cogac as the primary form and +ač as a suffix. Tezcan (2020: 86) instead remarks that the 


morphology of the word is obscure. 


20 *(h)as might have had an early variant in *yas which palatalized the coda consonant of kün. The examples of such a 


palatalization of *h- in front of /a a/ are very rare: OU amrak "lieb; Liebe; Geliebte(r), Liebe(r)' ~ yimrak liebenswürdig’ 
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Even though its onset *h- cannot be confirmed, this root agrees with the Proto-Yeniseian "lol, 
A verbal derivative of the Common Turkic noun formed with the denominal formative +A- may be the 
origin of the Mongolic verb asa- to catch fire, to burn' attested in Written Mongol and modern central 
Mongolic languages." 

There is, however, a problem regarding the Bulgar Turkic *kunaz. This form, in my opinion, must 
have been influenced by its Common Turkic cognate. Otherwise, it must be surmised that the Proto- 
Turkic form *kün paX(i) has developed almost identically in Common Turkic and Bulgar Turkic 
independently of each other. Considering the emergence of the palatal nasal in both branches, this 
scenario seems quite unlikely to me. The assumption of an early contact between both branches is 


inevitable. 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 8 


Tu.: CT idis ‘cup, vessel’ (ED 72, ESTJa I 328-329), KB idis ‘kap’ ~ idis ‘kadeh, tas, bardak, icki' (Arat 1979: 
182, 188), Kaz. idis ‘vessel, plates and dishes, kitchen utensils’ (Shnitnikov 1966: 241), Kklp. idis ‘posuda; 
tara’ (KklpRSI 753), Yak. isit (< *itis) ‘Gefass’ (Böhtlingk 1851: 39), Kh. hidis ‘Gefäß, Behälter’ (WCh 131) < 
CT *hidis. 

Mo.: WM pila (Khal. nan) “plate, dish’ (L 649) (+ Man. fila), Dag. xila ‘bljudo’ (Ivanovskiy 1982: 54), Dag. 


x la ‘bljudo’ (Kałużyński 1969-1970: 139), Dag. xila: “İğ” (plate, dish] (Enkhbat 1984: 114) (?« Kit. *pilia). 


Kit.: Kit. UC SU *pilia (*pilia | *pile) ‘a small wooden pitcher / drinking cup (BE (Vovin 20032: 243; 
Shimunek 2007: 88; Sun & Nié 2008: 92). 

Tg.: Jur. fila [JERI] ‘dish ($Y (Kiyose 1977: 110), Jur. fila [JERI] ‘plate ($Y (Kane 1989: 249), Man. fila ‘a 
plate’ (Norman 2013: 114), Spoken Man. filaa |fila:] ‘dish, plate’ (Yamamoto 1969 $566), Sol. ilâ ‘tapelka, 


Oroch pile ‘tapelka, Udh. pilai tapelka (melkaja), Ulch. pili(n-) ‘tapelka, Nan. pilia (Kili falga, Bikin file) 


(Wilkens 2016: III/912, 1114), OT alpagut ~ yilpagut ‘warrior’ < *halp (transcribed as hé & and hâlâ # j% in Chinese sources) 


(Kasai 2014: 122); OT al ‘device, trick, deceit’ (ED 120) ~ *yal (cf. Tuh. yalda- to deceive’) > fal + WM jali ‘ruse, craft, cunning, 
trick, deceit’ (L 1031) and CT alan ~ yalan > jalan (in Tatar dialects and Altai) level open ground, high ground’ (ESTJa I 134- 


135). 


21The Old Turkic formative +A- forms both transitive and intransitive verbs. 
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1) tapelka; 2) CaSka, miska’ (SS I 303) < PTg. *pila ~ *pilia ~ *pilai ‘wooden vessel, formed like a cask’ 


(EEW 85045). 


Remaining lgs.: PS “peta ‘(irdenes) Gefâss' (SW 122). 


Borrowing(s): 
1. Tu. “pidâLâ > Kit. *pidala > *pilala > *pila > PTg. *pila (~ *pilia ~ *pilai) > Man. fila > WM pila 
2. Tu. *pidâLâ > *pidárd > PPS *petôl (e) > PS *petö 


Commentary: The change of the intervocalic /d/ to /l/ in Kitan has to date remained unnoticed. It 
occurs at least in three Kitan words in Chinese transcription and in the Kitan Small Script. 


Kit. JES *nalu- ‘to bow and dance (####)’ (Vovin 2003a: 241; Shimunek 2007: 86) < *nädu-, cf. PM naad- 


‘to play’ (Mog. natu- to dance’) (N 450). 


Kit. KL Sala, AREA “ilar(i), DS ala FTA., 38858" [pedestrian, interpreter] (Sūn & Nie 2008: 


124-125) < *fadag, cf. OT yadag ‘pedestrian, on foot’ (ED 887). 


Kit. X $ # [028.067.041] <8.eu.r *Seur ‘dew (#3) < "Siyüler < *sigüder(i), cf. PM *siüderi(n) ‘dew’ (N 498). 


Indirect evidence is also offered by PTg. *nurga (Man. nujan) ‘fist’ (MT $197) that relates to Mo. 
*nidurga ‘id? and Tu. yidruk ~ yudruk ‘id’ The loss of /d/ must have taken place in Kitan following its 
change to /1/: Tu. *ríudurukd > Kit. *nudurga > *nulurga > *nurga > PTg. *nurga.^ 

This sound change also explains how the Kitan *pidala became "pila. After the change of /d/ to 
II. the intermediate form “pilala has been simplified through haplology. 

PS “peta, without any Uralic etymology, probably goes over *petâj ultimately back to *petal(e). I 
assume that this form was borrowed from the palatal variant of *pidâzâ. Tu. *pidâ-, possibly the verbal 


root from which Tu. *pidárd is derived, may be related to PS *pät- ~ *páta- ‘in den Topf legen’ (SW 118). 


22 Doerfer (1988: 220) explained the loss of the intervocalic /d/ in Manchu as an assimilation ( *nudurga > *nudrga > *nurga > 


nujan) whereas Doerfer (2001: 201) as an analogy to or a contamination with Tg. curga ‘fist’ (SS II 416). 
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LEXICAL COMPARISON 9 


Tu.: CT üküs ~ üküs ~ yüküs ‘many’ (ED n8), Osm. ügüs ~ yügüs ‘cok’ (TS 3069-3072), IM yüküs 
“mnogotislennyi, mnogo’ (Melioranskij 1900: 118), RH yüküs ‘much’ (KD 268), Tt. dial. öğüs ‘cok’ (DS 3323) 
< CT *hüküs, VB ekil ‘viel’ (Erdal 1993: 143) < BT "(A)ükür, cf. OU “wyswD-> üsüd- (recte üsüt- ?) ‘(for 
stream) to grow bigger, to get stronger’ (Zieme 1975: 113); Tun. 8 CO üs(ü)g ‘grown in number < CT 
Mo.: PM *hüle- to remain, to be left’ (N 368; K 140), PM *hüleü ~ *hileü ‘superfluous, more than; surplus, 
excess’ (N 368) < PPM "pülü-. 


Kit.: Kit. & P & «p-ul-u» ‘intercalary (of months) (F); *extra/surplus/excess' (Shimunek 2007: 89), 


x FR pwlw- k FR <p.wl.u"> pulu 'intercalary (E) (Shimunek 2017: 362), $ ER <p.ul.uh> pulug 


'intercalary month, surplus’ (Wu & Róna-Tas 2019: 69). 
Tg.: Pio *pülâ- ‘to remain, to be in excess’ (SS II 364-365; MT $38; EEW 811656), cf. Man. funce- (< "fule-ce-) 


‘to be left over, to be in excess’ (Norman 2013: 125), Jur. funce- (< *fule-Ce-) to remain’ (Kiyose 1977: 137), 


Jur. ŞE EE CHEZ) "puli GE, (E. AA [extra, abundant, surplus] (Sūn 2004: 243). 


Remaining lgs.: PS *pü- ‘laichen’ (SW 132). 


Borrowing(s): 
1. Tu. *pürü- > PPM *pülü- (> PM *hüle-) > PTg. *pülâ- 


2. Tu. “pürü- > PPS *pül'ü- > PS *pü- 


Commentary: The voiceless velar in CT üküs is secured by the runiform, Tibetan and Brâhmi spellings 
of the word. The base of üküs ~ yüküs has been mistakenly assumed to be T(A)ük- to heap up, to 
accumulate' (ED 18; OTWF 267). However, Doerfer (1981: 120, 134) and Tekin (1993b) demonstrated that 
this verb should be read as (h)üg- with a short vowel (cf. Tkm. üv-) and pointed out that üküs cannot be 
derived from it. DLT üküs (only once), Osm. ügüs ~ yügüs, IM yüküs, RH yüküs and Tt. dial. ögüs, on the 
other hand, point to a long vowel with an onset *h-, namely *hüküs. Doerfer (1981: 134) also gave this 


word as üka$ and stated that its base must be reconstructed as *ük- or *hük-.? 


23 Unfortunately, Shor üktü- 'sich vermehren' cannot be segmented as ük-tü- as Doerfer did. It is simply a survival of OT 
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CT *hüküs is, in my opinion, metathesized from *hüsük whose base is "hüsü- to grow, to 
increase. This root may have been preserved in OU (Ernte 24) üsü-d-^* (for stream) to grow bigger. 
Zieme (1975: 142) and, following him, Wilkens (2021: 830) read and interpreted this verb as üsüt- 
‘vereinigen (?), assuming that it might be a causative form of üs- ‘to crowd together, collect in a crowd’ 
(ED 256). Róhrborn (UW 81b; UW Nb II/1: 80, s.v. akın) read and translated the verb as üsütmis ‘gekühlt’ 
and so identified it with üsüt- ‘to chill (someone or something)’ (ED 258). Erdal (OTWF 792) agreed with 
Röhrbom on this identification. Ayazlı (2016: 424n.), on the other hand, emphasized that the verb must 
have signified 'büyütmek, çoğaltmak' and embraced the interpretation ös-üt- ‘wachsen lassen’ proposed 
by Semih Tezcan and mentioned by Zieme (1975: 142). Identically spelled and occurring in a similar 
context, which involves flowing of waters, another instance of üsüd- is found in the fragment SI 5594 
(Kr IV 267), albeit interpreted as ‘kühlen’ by Zieme (2020: 650): (1) //kümis sävinc-lig akm)|ı|8 s[uv]-l[ar] 
bas-I[ar] y[uu]l-I[ar | (2) (fu tókünü tökünü üsütü turur |...]. 

Another word derived from the verbal root *hüsü- may be hidden in the eighth line of the 
Tufiukuk inscription if the square-shaped letter is interpreted as having the sound value of ws: FO 
üs(ü)g ‘grown in number, increased. Elsewhere (Ünal 2013), I interpreted wč”k in the same line as ocuk 
‘diminished, decreased’ and linked it to the DLT (Oghuz) č (read: 66) the depletion (nafad) of a thing’ 
(CTD I 94) and Yak. uohun- (< *ocu-n-) ‘1. allmählich verschwinden (z.B. Reichtum); 2. erlóschen, 
nachlassen, zu Ende gehen (z.B. Geist, Interesse, Geduld usw.) (Monastyrjew 2006: 184). The whole 
sentence in Tufi. 8 can be then interpreted as follows: ‘The enemies around (us) were as if they were 
diminished [but] we [instead] have grown in number. The Old Turkic üs(ü)g corresponds exactly to PM 
*hüleü, which goes back to PPM "pülügü.^ 

VB ekil is unexpected. If the initial form were “hükür, its regular reflex would be *wekil. A 


sporadic unrounding of the vowel in the first syllable may account for ekil if the initial form is 


ükli- (ED 107). 
24 -(X)d- is added in one further instance, namely uyad- ‘to be ashamed, to a disyllabic verbal base (OTWF 643-644). 


25 Another possible reading for CO is (ä)$(i)g, which could be related to the common base of Tat. i$lö ‘numerous, i$äy- ‘to 
multiply’ and Yak. ihägäy ‘generous, virtuous.’ Its Bulgar Turkic equivalent may be the source of Hung. eleg ‘enough, sufficient.’ 


However, if the letter O simply had the sound value of $, it becomes unclear why particularly this rare letter was used here. 
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reconstructed as "hükür with a short vowel. As already implied under (7), the parallel metathesis points 
to an early contact between Bulgar Turkic and Common Turkic. 

The semantic difference between the Turkic and Mongolo-Tungusic forms is obvious. For the 
polysemy of 'to grow, to increase' and 'to remain, to be left over; the Turkic verb art- may be given as an 
example. The Uyghur instances of the verb clearly attest to both meanings (UW Nb I/1: 76-77). See 
Röhrbom (2006) and Erdal (2012) for a different interpretation of the semantic change. 

The Proto-Samoyedic *pü- has no Uralic etymology. Nonetheless, some phonological and 
semantical difficulties arise if we wish to consider it a loanword from Turkic. Yet it may still be related 


if it goes back to PPS *pülü-. 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 10 


Tu.: CT aris (~ aric ~ arac ~ ärč ~ eris ~ iris) 1. oglobli, ogloblja; dyslo; bokovoj šest na kuzove telega; 
verxnjaja Cast’ arby vmeste s oglobljami; ostov (telegi); seredina dvuxkolesnoj arby, gde sidit Celovek; 2. 
vysSaja stupen' plemennogo delenija; krupnoe rodovoe ob'edinenie, gruppa rodov, ob'edinennyx 
ob3éim proisxoZdeniem; otdel plemeni; 3. lestnica; 4. pograniényj kamen’, pograniényj znak; 5. suprugi’ 
(ESTJa 1189-190), Krmch. iris ‘shaft / ogloblja' (Ianbay 2016: 100) < CT *haris ( *hàris ?). 


Mo.: PM “aral ‘shaft of a cart’ (N 271); Dag. p'ára ‘sani’ (Ivanovskiy 1982: 41), Dag. par CH, iğ 


[sledge, sleigh] (Enkhbat 1984: 89). 
Kit: Ø 
Tg.: PTg. “para 'Deichselstangen' (B 18; SS II 316-317), cf. Spoken Man. fara [far] ‘shaft’ (Yamamoto 1969 


§1252), Bala p‘alai, Alchuka p'alia ‘234%. “İp [sledge, shaft of a cart] (Mü Yöjün 1987: 9). 


Remaining lgs.: Tabg. báliélán ZU Sep. bálielán NX *parialan ‘beam, joists (“XY (Chen Hao 2020: 


533): 


Borrowing(s): 
1. Tu. “parâLâ > Tabg. "parialan 
2. Tu. *parár > Tabg. “paral > “para ^ PTg. "para ^ Dag. para ~ par 


3. Tu. "hariz (or *harár) + PPM “aral 
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Commentary: Clauson (1962: 234n.; ED 239) regarded the Turkic word as a loanword from the Arabic 
‘aris 'bewachsene Laube, Gartenlaube; Hütte aus Zweigen; Bude; Gelânder (für Weinstócke); Deichsel’ 
(Wehr 1985: 827). It is true that the word occurs only in those languages that had direct or indirect 
contact with Arabic. However, Doerfer (TMEN $454) argued against Clauson and deemed a borrowing 
from Arabic unlikely because of the short vowel in Turkmen and the spelling of the word with ’alifin 
Turkic sources written in Arabic script. 

Even though the Turkmen form does not contain a long vowel in the first syllable, the Common 
Turkic form may be reconstructed as *hari$ if it is taken to be cognate with "hara ‘between’ that yielded 
Kh. hâ'ra 'Abstand, Intervall, Zeitspanne, Zwischenraum' (WCh 122). Another derivative from the same 
hypothetical base "har- surfaces as arit ‘Entfernung’ in Yakut (Stachowski 1993: 42) and arit ‘1. 
*Zwischenraum; 2. dünnstehend, gelichtet [Wald], licht [Bäume] in Dolgan (Stachowski 1998: 34). 

Shimunek (2017: 135, 361) considered the Tabga¢ surname disyllabic as is given by Eberhard 


(1949: 317) and reconstructed it as pary-al, which he connected to the Mongolic verb *bari- ‘to build, to 


construct. Chen Hao (2020: 533n.), however, remarks that the sources other than Weishu Si give the 


Tabgac surname as bâliğlân FX 218 and bâliğlân 4% Z! fj. The Later Han pronunciation of both 
transcriptions is bat-liat-lan” (Schuessler 2007: 153, 343, 357-358), which obviously renders the Tabgat 
form *parialan.” The Chinese Liang 3 that replaced this surname offers only an approximate meaning. 


In my view, the Tabgaé form means ‘shaft, and it originates from the Turkic *paräzd (> CT *haris). 


26 The Old Northwest Chinese pronunciation of {X is given as *bät- by Coblin (1994a $662). It is employed to transcribe the 
Indic syllable -bal- in the translation of Tı completed at Changan in 413 (Coblin 1994b: 167 825.1). The rendering of the 
Tabgaé *p- by the Chinese initial b- is unexpected. The same character is also used in the transcription of the ethnonym 
Tuóbá BE: HL which surfaces as Tavga€ in Old Turkic. This also points to an earlier /b/. Even though the Northwestern 
Medieval Chinese exhibits a change of b- > p^- (Anderl & Osterkamp 2017: 223), its emergence, as far as we can trace it, is 
more recent. The choice of the character ZU ‘to pull up; to pull out’ in the transcription of the surname may be explained 
through its semantics. Another possible explanation is that the opposition of strong and weak consonants in the onset was 


weakened in Tabgac. 


27 Concerning the Chinese final consonants, I follow the reasoning put forward by Vovin (2007 Şu, $13). 
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As regards the Proto-Tungusic form, it cannot be reconstructed as “paral as is done by Benzing 
(B 18). The attested forms can only be traced back to “para. This may have been borrowed from a second 
Tabgaé form in “para going back to *paral whose origin lies in a younger Turkic *parâı (< *parárá). 

The loss of coda liquids in Tabgaé can be exemplified by *mukolo (rather *mokolo) 'bald head, 
baldy' (Vovin 2007: 200-202), which comes from an older *mukulor and corresponds to SH muqular 
‘hornlos, ungehórnt, Stumpfhorn (Rind)' (Haenisch 1939: 111), related in turn to PM *muku-r ‘blunt, 
hornless’ (N 449). Tabg. *mukolo is the donor form of Man. moholo ‘a hornless castrated bovine’ 
(Norman 2013: 267). Shimunek (2017: 148) is right when he sees a constraint against */Vr in Tabgat which 
probably also applied to the reverse sequence *rV/ and changed “paral to “para. In all Mongolic 
languages of the Qinghai-Gansu region, the very same sequence leads to simplifications when it is found 


in the middle of words (N 42n.). 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 11 


Tu.: DLT üsä- ‘to search carefully’ (CTD II 281), TIEM 73 üsä- ^. egelenmek; 2. dalmak’ (Kök 2004: 642; 
Ünlü 2004: 716), RO üsä- ‘esmek, egelemek' (Ata 2004: 728), Tuv. üze- ‘to search’ (Anderson & Harrison 
2003: 98), Kh. hüsä- ~ hisâ- ~ šä- ~ šö- ‘wollen; lieben’ (WCh 194; LSpCh 293, zu) < CT İhüsâ-; RQ üs- ? 
'aramak, araştırmak (Ata 2004: 728), Tt. dial. üs- ‘esmek, kazmak’ (DS 4078), Tt. dial. hüsgü et- ‘bir şeyi 
karıştırmak, altını üstüne getirmek’ (DS 2452) « CT *hiis-. 

Mo.: Ø 

Kit.: Ø 

Tg.: Ø 


Remaining lgs.: PS *pe- (? *pej-) ~ *pó- ~ *pü- (? *püj-) ‘suchen’ (SW 119; Helimski 1997 $308). 


Borrowing(s): 


Tu. “püLâ- > PPS *pül'e- > PS *püj- ~ *pü- 


28 Shimunek (2017: 147-148, 354) also related the Tabga& word, albeit given as *mogul, to the same Middle Mongol word. 


29 Eckmann (1976: 316) read and translated this verb as üsä- ‘to search, seek, inquire curiously, spy.’ 
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Commentary: For the Proto-Samoyedic word, no Uralic etymology has been proposed yet. The 
comparison of the Turkic and Proto-Samoyedic forms is phonetically and semantically unproblematic. 
I regard CT *hüsä- as a derivation from CT *hüs-. The best instance of the rare verbal formative -A- in 
Old Turkic is tara- to disperse; to be dispersed’ (CTD II 285; Zieme & Kara 1979: 10; Zhang & Zieme 2011: 
146) derived from tar- ‘to disperse’ (ED 529). The possible existence of an '-A- expansion’ has already 
been discussed by Erdal (OTWF 524, 675). Erdal rightly stated that this remains only a possibility until 
a certain example of the Uygur tara- is attested. We now have such an example in Zhang & Zieme (2011: 
138) and may firmly posit an unproductive -A- in prehistoric Turkic. CT ira- ‘to be distant; to keep away 
(from something Ab/)’ (ED 190) may also contain the very same formative if its base is taken to be CT 
ir- to part, to separate, to send away, which is attested since Middle Turkic and best preserved in Osm. 
ir- 5. ayırmak, cüda kılmak; 2. ayrılmak, geçmek, uzaklaşmak (TS 1969-1972) and Tt. dial. ir- 


“uzaklaştırmak, ayırmak, kovmak' (DS 2488). 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 12 


Tu.: OU (AYS) äsin ‘Stiel (von Pflanzen) (2) (UW Nb 11/2: 304) < CT *(h)äsin, cf. Osm. iskin ‘filiz, sürgün 
(TS 1992), Osm. iSkin ‘tendril’ (Dankoff 1991: 45), Tt. dial. iSkin 'asmanın taze sürgünü, fışkın, asma bıyığı 
(AD 182), Tt. dial. eskin ~ esgin ~ eskin filiz, sürgün (DS 1793-1794), isgin ~ igin ~ ickin ~ iskin ‘bir yıllık 
ağaç sürgünü’ (DS 2494) < CT *hdsKin (9). 

Mo.: PM *hesi ‘handle, grip; stalk’ (N 354; K 139), cf. WM esi ~ isi trunk of a tree, stem of a plant, stalk, 
slip, graft, shoot, scion; grip, handle’ (L 334) « PPM *pesi. 

Kit: Ø 

Tg.: PTg. *päsin ‘handle’ (SS II 371; B 44; EEW §3581, $3715, $8385, $9001). 


Remaining lgs.: Ø 


Borrowing(s): 


Tu. *pâsin > PPM *pesi ^ PTg. *pâsin 


22 


ÜNAL, *ON *P- AND OTHER PROTO-TURKIC CONSONANTS" 


Commentary: The Mongolo-Tungusic cognate set has been compared with “ds in CT äski ‘old’ and Chuv. 
aslâ (< *âslig) ‘big, old’ by Ramstedt (1916-1920 $13). Pelliot (1925: 246) rightly deemed this comparison 
as “moins sür.” Röhrborn (UW Nb II/2: 304), on the other hand, connected the very same cognate set 
with the Old Uyghur hapax äsin. As the Old Uyghur word occurs with kuluna ‘offshoot, it is also possible 
to interpret it as ‘offshoot, and not as ‘stalk (of plants), and to relate it to Osm. iskin. The correspondence 
of the Ottoman Turkish /i/ to the Old Uyghur /ä/ is irregular. The Ottoman form also exhibits an 
additional /k/ whose origin is unknown. Even if it may be regarded as a derivative from the same base, 
the identity of the bases is far from being certain. On the other hand, the occurrence of iskin 
"Mónchsrhabarber' in Evliya Çelebi's Seyahatname (Boeschoten 2012: 32), which goes back to the Old 
Turkic i$gun ‘rhubarb’ (ED 259), proves that ikin ‘tendril’ is not identical with it. 

As is already noted by Róhrborn (UW Nb 11/2: 304), the possibility that the Old Uyghur hapax 
may simply be a scribal error should also be taken into account.” Even if this is the case, a Turkic noun 
corresponding to the Mongolo-Tungusic cognate set can be found elsewhere. I think that CT esic ~ äšič 
‘an (earthenware) cooking pot’ (ED 257)" without any solid etymology, may have been derived from 
*âsi ‘handle, grip.” Tt. dial. kulplu ‘dibi geniş, üstü dar, iki kulplu toprak kap’ (DS 4571), derived from 
kulp “handle, grip; is a good semantic parallel. There are also other transparent and opaque names for 
containers and utensils ending in +(A)č, e.g., CT bak(i)rac (< bakir ‘copper’) ‘small copper pail, copper 
tray’ (see ESTJa II 45-47), OT bukač ‘a jar or cooking pot of clay’ (ED 312), kamic ‘ladle’ (ED 626), küzüc 
‘a jug or a vessel’ (ED 757), cf. MP qwz /küz/ ‘jug’ (?) (Durkin-Meisterernst 2004: 215). Tt. dial. isle- fidan 
sürgün vermek, fidanın filizleri sürmek’ (Aksoy 1945-1946: 111/435), which is a hapax, might be related 
to the hypothetical *äsi provided that it also meant ‘shoot, sprout, scion’ as WM esi ~ isi does. 


Unfortunately, neither the given etymology of ešič nor its onset *h- can be confirmed. 


30 The word has already been emended to icinin by Bang & Gabain (1928: 252) and Çetin (2020: 281, 399) and to ilinin by 


Tezcan (BTT 3: 73n.). 


31 See also OU esic ‘Kessel, Topf’ (Wilkens 2021a: 264), QA ásic ‘cooking pot (hung in the tannür) (Boeschoten & O'Kane 2015: 


606), FZG äšič ‘earthen pot (dig-i gilin) (Dankoff 1987: 5), RH isic ‘cooking pot’ (KD 146, 278). 


32 Stachowski (1993: 62-63) derived his Proto-Turkic *äšič from *as ~ ? “as ‘food’ and assumed a secondary palatalization 


because of /3 č/. 


23 


SINO-PLATONIC PAPERS NO. 325 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 13 


Tu.: CT äs- ‘to dig; to row’ (ED 255-256), Kh. häsü- ‘graben, ausgraben’ (WCh 130)? « CT *häs(ü)-; Chuv. 
dial. al- ‘paxat’ nov” (ChuvRSl 29) < BT *är-, Chuv. alt- ‘1. kopat’, ryt’; 2. dolbit’, vydalblivat" (ChuvRSl 31) 
< BT *är-it-. 

Mo.: precl. WM ete- ‘to extirpate (?)' (Cleaves 1949: 85, 108), WM ete- ‘to pick, to pluck out’ (L 335), WM 
etege- ‘to scratch’ (L 1222), Khal. etex ‘to pick or pluck out; to dig out; to instigate’ (Hangin 1986: 863—864), 
Bur. etexe ‘otgrebat’; otmetat" (BurRSI II 681), Kalm. etya ‘kratzen od. in der erde graben (nicht tief), 
schaufeln, pfliigen’ (KWb 128), Kmg. ete- ‘otgrebat’; otmetat” (KmgRSI 357), EYug. hte- ‘fi’ [to dig] 
(Boléuluu et al. 1984: 60) < PM *hete- (cf. Ramstedt 1916-1920 $14; MT $696) < PPM “pete-. 

Kit.: Ø 

Tg.: Man. fete- ‘1. to dig, to dig out, to dig up; 2. to criticize; 3. to analyze, to scrutinize’ (Norman 2013: 112), 
Spoken Man. fetama [fstam] ‘to dig’ (Yamamoto 1969 $1743), ftam Tram) ‘dig (TZ) (Kim et al. 2008: 
70), Nan. (Bikin, Kur-Urmi) fete- ‘kopat” (SS II 305) < PTg. *pâtâ-. 


Remaining lgs.: Ø 


Borrowing(s): 
1a. Tu. *pásá- > PPM “pese- > *pete- > PTg. *pátá- 


1b. Tu. *pât,â- > PPM *pete- > PTg. *pâtâ- 


Commentary: The correspondence of the Mongolic /t/ to the Turkic /s $/ is also attested in the following 
words: PM *itege- ‘to believe, trust’ (N 377) + Tu. “isâ- > CT isdn- ‘to trust, believe in, rely on’ (ED 264), 
PM *budan ‘mist’ (N 289) < "butar + Tu. *büsan > Tt. dial. pusan ‘sis’ (DS 3489), cf. CT būs ‘mist, fog’ (ED 
370), Chuv. pas ‘par, parovoj' (ChuvRSl 280). 

Elsewhere (Ünal 2017: 32-33), I have argued for a change of */s/ to /t/ in prehistoric Mongolic. 
As this might still be true, I consider it possible that in this case we may be dealing with a transitory 


sound in Turkic. The consonant that I transcribed as t, above is likely to be the missing link between /L/ 


33 Despite Doerfer (WCh 130), KB 5212 äsü- (Arat 1947: 519) cannot be identified with CT häs(ü)- ‘to dig. It is certainly an 


instance of CT äsü- to cover, envelop’ (ED 256). 
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and /3/. PY *kətə ‘winter’ (Werner 2002: 1/475; Werner 2006: 126), a possible loanword from a cognate 
form of CT kis ‘winter’ and Chuv. xél ‘id.’ makes this assumption even more likely. Otherwise, we must 
assume independent fortitions in Mongolic and Proto-Yeniseian. The Bulgar Turkic form of the same 
word is borrowed into Proto-Samoyedic as *ke (< *kel’) ‘winter’ (Helimski 1997 $522). 

It is worth noting that the Bulgaric *(h)älün, the equivalent of Osm. (sixteenth c.) âsin ‘çukur, 
hendek, mezar' (TS 1555), derived from the same verb, entered Mongolic as elü “hole, cave, den, burrow, 


lair' (L 310). 


LEXICAL COMPARISON 14 


Tu.: DLT isil- (-mák) ~ yisil- (-yan) ‘to become accustomed (hand to work) (lit. ‘to be smoothed’) (CTD I 
193; CTD II 176, 188), CT is- ~ yis- 1. (na)teret” — vo vcex istocnikax rubriki; potirat’; stirat’; 2. sledat’ 
gladkim, otpolirovat', vystrugat’; 3. seč (sablej)’ (ESTJa I 667-668), CT i8i- ~ yiği- 1. (na)teret' — vo vcex 
istocnikax rubriki; massirovat'; 2. otci&cat'; skoblit’, strogat’ 3. česat’; 4. gladit” (ESTJa I 667-668), Alt. 
yis- 'steret', sgladit’ (réz’bu s metalla i t. p.)' (Verbickij 1884: 473), Yak. thi (< *isig) Meißel’ (Monastyrjew 
2006: 207), Tt. dial. hiski ‘ağaç yontmaya yarayan, iki tarafında tutulacak yeri olan, ortası madeni bir çeşit 
bıçak' (DS 2379), DLT üsän ~ yüsän” (recte üsün ~ yüsün) ‘smooth (rock) (CTD I 156), Tt. dial. hüsüntü 
‘rendeden dökülen kırıntı, talag’ (DS 2452), Tt. dial. hüsküre ~ hüsgüre” ‘rende’ (DS 2452) < CT *his(i)- ~ 
*his- ~ *hiis-. 

Mo.: WM ili- ~ ile- ~ ele- ‘to caress, stroke with one's hand; to rub, massage’ (L 407-408), IM ili-be ‘düzeldi, 


düzeltti, düz oldu, egitledi’ (Ar. 5 ss!) (Gül 2016: 142), Khal. ilex ‘to caress, stroke with the hand; to rub, 


massage; to iron, press, press with a pressing iron; to plaster; to cement' (Hangin 1986: 275-276), Kalm. 


34 The Proto-Samoyedic form is reconstructed as *kil’ ‘winter’ by Röna-Tas (1988: 743). See Donner (1924: 5), Joki (1946: 211— 
213; 1952: 175-176), Hajdü (1953: 77-78), Doerfer (TMEN III 481), Ligeti (1986: 497) and Röna-Tas (1988: 743) for the discussion 
concerning the direction of borrowing. It is important to note that Joki regarded the Samoyedic word as a loanword from 


Yeniseian whereas Hajdú maintained that Samoyedic is the donor language. Róna-Tas has agreed with Hajdú. 
35 The forms in question are written as “USANK> and <YUSAUNK> in fol. 80 and as <YUSANK> in fol. 607. 


36 Tt. dial. küstüre ~ köstere ~ köstere — kustüre ~ kürtür ~ küstüne ~ küsderi tahta rendesi' (DS 3052) probably represent 


aberrant variants of the same word. 
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ilya ‘glätten, streicheln’ (KWb 207), ilx (ux) ‘1. gladit ; razglazivat’; 2. massirovat’, delat’ massaZ; 3. laskat” 
(KalmRSl 269) < PM *(h)ile- ~ *(h)ili-; WM ilegür ~ ileür ~ iligür ‘flatiron, iron for pressing’ (L 408), Khal. 
ilüür 1. float (plasterwork); 2. long-handled smoothing tool used in needlework; 3. drag-harrow' 
(Bawden 1997: 194), Ord. ihur ‘truelle’ (Mostaert 1968: 384b), Kmg. ilüür ‘samodel’nyj utjuzok’ (KmgRSl 
166), Bur. yelüür 1. katok; 2. gladkij kak katok’ (BurRSl I 336), Oir. ilyır YEER [flatiron] (Coyijungjab & 
Gereltü 1998: 29), Kalm. 'ilür ‘glatt, eben; "ilür ‘glätteisen (der schneider) (KWb 207), Eug, heler "Tä St? 


[flatiron] (Boléuluu et al. 1984: 56) < PM *hile-yür ~ *hili-yiir < PPM *pile- ~ *pili-; Bao. fula- "EE. FR, 
İEP [to tan, to knead, to massage] (Chen Näixiöng 1985: 56), Bao. fal-dzi cua- ‘scrape, rub, grate harshly 
(over); wash’ (Sūn 1990: 508), Bao. fələ- ‘to soften, tan; knead’ (Sūn 1990: 256), Bao. fula- ‘rub between 
hands (fy (Li & Dwyer 2020: 70), Kgj. Bolt. $% [to knead, to rub] (Secencogt 1999: 285a), Dex. hulu- 
[xulu-] ERE. FF [to rub, to stroke] (Mâ & Chen 2012: 185b) < PM *hüli-” < PPM “püli-.* 

Kit.: Ø 

Tg.: Spoken Man. fise- ‘rasieren’ (Stary 1990: 26) < Jurc. *pise-. 


Remaining lgs.: PS *picö- (~ *pücô-) ‘scheren, rasieren’ (SW 124; Helimski 1997 $293) (< PU *peckä- ?). 


Borrowing(s): 

1. Tu. *pit,â- ~ *püt,â- (~ *pit,d-) > PS *picá- (~ *pücó-) 

2. Tu. *pizd- (~ *pird- ~ *pürd-) > PPM “pile- ~ *pili- > PM *hile- ~ *hili- 
3. Tu. *püLâ- (~ *pizd- ~ *pirá-) > PPM *püli- > PM *hiili- 


4. CT *pisä- (~ *pisa- ~ *püsâ-) > (Mo. >) Jurc. *pise- > Spoken Man. fise- 


Commentary: The Turkic and Mongolic verbs have already been considered as cognates by Ramstedt 
(KWb 207) and Tekin (1975: 280). DLT GL ~ yisil- and CT is(i)- ~ yis(i)- clearly point to an older *his- ~ 


his(0)-. The verb appears in a variety of meanings such as ‘to scrape, to plane (wood); to comb (textile); 


37 I am indebted to Dr. Hans Nugteren (Göttingen) who kindly shared with me his unpublished collected data and opinion 
on PM *hüli-. 


38 Mgr. fuls- 1. £8, 2. E( EE) [to plow (the ground); to harness (a cart etc.)] (Khasbaatar 1985: 62), fuli- 1. FE, EH, 2. 


#P [to plow, to plow (the ground); to rout (as a pig with its snout)] (Li Köyü 1988: 111) is likely to be a further cognate of the 


same Mongolic verb. 
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to rub; to cut with a sword. The basic meaning, however, seems to have been to smooth (out), to scrape 
something to make it smoother, which is also confirmed by the Mongolic *hile- ~ *hili-. 

Despite Clauson (ED 263) and Erdal (OTWF 337), DLT üsân ~ yüsân ‘smooth (rock) cannot be 
derived from üsâ- ‘to search’ (see No. 11 above) for semantical reasons. Even though üsä- may also have 
meant 'to scratch about; the signified action has the intention of searching and not of smoothing. I 
think that this adjective is a corruption of *üs-ün ~ *yüs-ün, which is derived from *hüs-, a variant of 
*his-. This variant also serves as the base of Tt. dial. hüsüntü ‘wood shavings’ and hüsküre ~ hüsgüre 
‘plane (tool). The formal equivalent of the former found in Bashkir dialects, yisindi''struZka' (DSBJa 131), 
proves that we are dealing with the same verbal root. 

The connection between PPM *pile- ~ *pili- and PPM *püli- is only tenable if the latter is not 
considered as a secondary form of the former but as a distinct borrowing. So, the vowel fluctuation 
originates from the donor language. The semantic discrepancy can be explained in the same way. The 
meanings of both verbs lie within the range of that of the Turkic one. 

Sammallahti (1979: 34 $146) and Rédei (UEW 367-368) related the Proto-Samoyedic verb with 
Saamic and Volga-Finnic forms and derived it from the Proto-Uralic *pecká- ( *pücká-) ‘schneiden. Prof. 
Juha Janhunen (pers. comm.) pointed out that this etymology involves irregularities particularly 
regarding its vocalism. Despite the irregularity, he deemed the correspondence between Mordvinic and 
Samoyedic relatively good both semantically and phonologically and suggested an original *peckä-, in 
which case only the second-syllable vowel in Samoyedic would be secondary.” Filippova (1986: 46), on 
the other hand, considered the Samoyedic verb a loanword from the Turkic bič- ~ bič- to cut’ (ED 292- 
293). 

In my opinion, we are dealing here with a possible loanword from the Turkic *pit,ä- ~ *püt,â-. 
Considering its central meaning, 'to scrape, the Turkic form can easily be linked to the Proto-Samoyedic 
verb that signifies ‘to shave beard, to cut hair’ In many languages, a single verb is used to signify both 


actions, e.g., Tat. kir- ‘1. schaben; 2. rasieren; 3. reiben; scheuern' (TDW 141). 


39 PM *hecke- to cut’ (N 351-352), which can be traced back to *pecke-, is strongly reminiscent of Erzya peckems and Moksha 
peckoms, both meaning ‘to slaughter; to cut off? although these languages never had direct contact in ancient times. The 


similarity is probably coincidental. 
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The Proto-Samoyedic */c/ is preserved only in part of the Selkup dialects where it is realized as 
a dental affricate or a retroflex stop. In other Samoyedic languages, it has indistinguishably merged with 
*/t/ (Janhunen 1998: 462). Under the entry of püce-, Alatalo (2004 $461) gives the Selkup infinitives 
pód£gu, püttğagu and pitt$agu. In view of these sound values, we may conclude that the Turkic */t,/, 
whether it may have an archaic or innovative origin, was also realized close to the affricate [ts]. 

The Spoken Manchu verb fise- ‘to shave’ is rarely attested. If it is genuine, it may well be an 


indirect loanword from the Early Common Turkic *pisä-. 


28 


ÜNAL, *ON *P- AND OTHER PROTO-TURKIC CONSONANTS" 


3. DISCUSSION 


The most important piece of information that can be inferred from the comparative material presented 
above is that in the earliest Turkic loanwords of the neighboring languages the onset “p- never occurs 
with non-initial *-z(-) but only with *-r(-). On the other hand, *p- occurs in six cases with medial *-z- 
and only in three ambiguous cases with medial *-s- although two of the latter hint at a possibly related 


Säi 
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Table1 Turkic loanwords in adjacent languages indicating *p- 


Nr Co-occurring Prehistoric Turkic Reference Forms Common Turkic 
Consonants 

1 P-R *pokiir PM *hüker höküz 

2 p — İR *porukü- PM *horgu- hoz- (*hozuk-) 

3 *p — *R *pünütà PM “hürtesün hüz- (*hüzüt) 

4 P-R "payan PY "mai hayaz 

5 *p- *R *pónügàá- STg. *pörâgâ- *hözgän 

6 KE? *poLd PY *p'olo (h)os 

7 »- "par PY *p'al *(h)as 

8 »-* *pidiLâ Kit. *pilia hidis ~ hidis 
PTg. *pila 
PS "Tuer? 

9 "m- *L *püLü- PM *hiile- hüküs < *hüsük 
PTg. *pülä- üsüt- 

üsüg 

10  "'p-'t *parâLâ > “para Tabg. *parialan (h)aris 
PTg. *para 

n p-* “püLâ- PS "out. *hiis- 

2 "p-'$ *pâsin (or *pási) PM "esi (h)äsin (or *(h)âsi) 
PTg. *pâsin 

3  "p- '$("L) *pásá- | *pât,â- PM *hete- hás(ü)- 
PTg. “pâtâ- 

14 %9p-*(*) *pit,ä- ~ *piit.d- PS *pica- (~ *pücs-) *his- ~ *hüs- ~ *his(i)- 


*piLâ- ~ *piLâ- ~ 


*puLda- 


PM *hile- ~ *hili- 
PM *hiili- 
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This information can be interpreted in two different ways. Accordingly, two tentative scenarios 
are proposed below. 

1. The corpus of Turkic loanwords that indicates an initial *p- is borrowed from a stage before the 
split of Bulgar Turkic and Common Turkic, or, to formulate this differently, from Late Proto- 
Turkic. Thus, Late Proto-Turkic was a language with onset *p- and non-initial opposition of *r: 
*r, and *l: *L. The aberrant “Sand “t, are either due to false comparisons or were genuine but 
younger developments. 

2. The loanwords in which *p- and *-r(-) and “p- and *-z(-) co-occur are borrowed from 
Proto-Bulgar Turkic. Those that exhibit *p- and *-$- together are borrowed from Proto-Common 


Turkic. 


From the typological point of view, the first scenario would not be surprising at all. The presence 
of two rhotic phonemes is attested in many languages, e.g., in Albanian, Armenian, Basque, Catalan and 
Spanish (all have a tap and a trill). Czech and Nivkh are two languages that have two trills. The change 
of a rhotic to a voiced sibilant is exceedingly rare but quite real (Kümmel 2007: 76, 162-163). In the 
world's languages, the co-existence of two lateral phonemes is not uncommon either. For instance, 
Proto-Yeniseian is also reconstructed as having two lateral phonemes, a dental and a palatal one 
(Werner 2005b: 204-205). Regarding our central question, in both scenarios it can safely be assumed 
that Proto-Turkic had an initial *p- that yielded the Common Turkic */-.* 

Even though the main question of this study is already answered, we need to determine which 
scenario is closer to the truth. Unfortunately, the answer does not lie in the data treated above and no 
direct evidence in favor of the first or the second scenario can be found. If we adopt a broader 
perspective, however, we can discern that there is indirect compelling evidence for the second scenario. 
This evidence comes from two other ancient initial consonants preserved in the Turkic loanwords of 
adjacent languages. The base and a nominal derivative of the Common Turkic verb yasi- to be weak, 


emaciated, lazy, calm' (VEWT 192; ESTJa IV 20-21; TMEN $1865), which must have had an initial *7- in 


40 The third possible scenario in which *p- is attributed to Pre-Proto-Turkic is chronologically inadmissible. 
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prehistoric times, occur in Mongolic both with -/- and -s-. This leads us to the conclusion that it entered 


Mongolic once from Bulgar Turkic and once from Common Turkic. 


BT “naLâ (CT *yas^) > Mo. “nala > *nalai-* > WM nalai- to be quiet; to be good-natured; 
to be carefree; to be slow, sluggish, careless' (L 561), Khal. nalayx 'to be quiet, to be calm, 
to be relaxed, to be at peace’ (Bawden 1997: 229), Bur. nalayxa? ^i. otkidyvat'sja (nazad); 
2. spokojno raspolagat'sja; 3. byt” spokojnym; byt’ udovletvorénnym (ili dovol'nym) čem- 
L; 4. naklonjat’sja’ (BurRSI I 588). 


CT *nasikâ” (CT yasik) ^ Mo. *nasigai 'slow, lazy’ (N 452). 


XX: 


41 The only remnants of this root might be Tt. dial. yas “çürük, güvenilmez’ (DS 4196) and Yak. dial. sis (kihi) 'nastojastij, 
real'nyj Celovek’ (DSIJaS 171). CT yasik-, as reflected in Bashk. dial. yasik- ‘poxudet’, obessilet" and Khak. cazix- ‘oslabet’, 


rasslabnut” (ESTJa IV 21), must be seen as a separate derivation from *yas with +Xk- (OTWF 492-499). 


42 For the denominal verbal suffix +yi-, see Ramstedt (1912: 56) and Khabtagaeva (2001:127). WM doboi- ~ toboi- to be convex, 
protuberant, prominent, or protruding; to swell up, puff up’ (L 255), derived from dobo ‘hill, mound, knoll’ (L 255), is another 


good example for this suffix. 


43 In Buryat, the verb is semantically contaminated with nalaxa, which goes back to WM nalu- 'to lean against something 


with one's back; to lean over, bend over, incline' (L 562). 


44 In Mongolic, two further Bulgar Turkic loanwords with onset *n- are found. The former is newly established by the author 
of these lines whereas the latter is an older comparison. BT “iki (OU [BTT 7: 32] yiz ‘spine, Yak. sis ‘back, spine, backbone; 
Dolg. his id.) ^ Mo. *niriyun > *niruun ‘back’ (N 457-458); BT *niara (CT yas young") > Mo. *nilka ‘the youngest (child of a 
family), baby, young and tender, delicate’ (N 457) and perhaps also Mo. *nirat 'newly-born' (N 457) if it goes back to *nilarai. 
For +ka in *nilka, cf. Mo. sir+ka ‘wound’ (N 493), which is borrowed from the Bulgaric cognate of CT siz ‘ache, pain’ (ED 863; 
ESTJa VII 393-394). Ev. nilba ‘newborn’ (Sotavalta 1978: 164) and the word nià ‘ZA’ [tender, delicate] in the language of 


the Kitan descendants of Yunnan zz fj (Meng 1995: 213) are interesting parallels to Mo. *nilka. 


45 The only other reconstructible Common Turkic word where *n- and *-$- co-occur is *ríasi, which entered Mongolic as 
*nasun ‘(year of) age’ (N 452). The form “nâsü has yielded yas ʻa year of one's life’ (ED 975-976). In the Altaistic tradition, it 
has been falsely accepted that the Mongolic form goes back to *nal-sun or *nal-sun and this form is in turn cognate with the 


Turkic yas < *na-l’(Ramstedt 1957: 75, 110). 
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Based on this doublet, we can deduce that Common Turkic and Bulgar Turkic both had the ancient 
onset consonant *i- which is otherwise totally absent in historical and modern Turkic languages.” 

The same also applies to the onset *d,-. For Proto-Turkic as well as Proto-Bulgar Turkic, two 
voiced dental onsets must be differentiated. The reconstructed near-minimal pair *d,örâ ‘birchbark’ > 
CT toz ‘id’ (ED 571), cf. Mo. durusun ‘shell, bark, specif. bark of the birch tree’ (L 276; Sūn 1990: 239) and 
*d,onád ‘weak, impotent; barren’ > CT yoz ‘barren; weak, frail; having poor quality’” (ED 985), cf. WM 
doro (< *dora)* ‘weak, impotent, incapable, incompetent; having no good qualities’ (L 263) point to the 
phonemic contrast of two dentals.” *d,agir ‘dark brown, *d.ârâ ‘a plant, *d,arutâ ‘hidden’ and *d,üri 
‘complexion, face’ are further rhotacistic forms with onset *d,- that can be reconstructed by means of 


the Mongolic data (see Appendix 1 for details). 


46 Hung. nyár ‘summer’ is probably the only evidence suggesting that *ń- may still have been present in the language of the 
Bulgar Turks who arrived at Caucasus in the fifth century CE (cf. CT yâz ‘spring, summer’) (Berta 2016: 128). Moór's (1960: 
393-394) theory that the Hungarian ny- must be a substitution for the Bulgar Turkic *d'is also quite plausible. See TLH (1206— 


1210) for other possible etymologies of the Hungarian word. 


47 The basic meaning of the word is ‘barren, cf. DLT yozâ- ‘to be barren (ewe) (CTD II 192), IH yozladi'kısır kald” (izbudak 
1936: 32) and Turkmen yoz (8&3) ‘jalovyj’ (TkmRSI 313). The Turkish dialects, on the other hand, exhibit various further 
meanings: Tt. yoz (I) ^. kısır; 2. kısır ve erkek davardan oluşan sürü; 3. yazın kırda kalıp otlatilan davar; 4. civcivlerini büyütüp 
bırakan tavuk; 5. kart keklik; 6. zayıf (hayvan için); 7. başıboş (hayvan için); 8. besili; g. bir, iki yaşında tay; 10. bir, iki yaşlarında 
manda, inek, öküz, eşek, at sürüsü; n. değeri düşük, niteliksiz, cinsi bozuk) yoz (II) “meyvesiz ağaç, yoz (III) “işlenmemiş 


verimsiz toprak, yoz (IV) 1. yabanıl; 2. kaba (kimse); 3. rahat, başıboş, özgür; 4. tembel (kimse) (DS 4301-4302). 


48 Also cf. WM doroi ‘weak, feeble, emaciated; weak-minded; suppressed, worth nothing; backward, uncultured’ (L 263), Mo. 


doroi ‘weak, slow, feeble; backward’ (Sūn 1990: 226), Ord. doró't'o- ‘tomber en décadence, devenir pire, dégénérer, empirer; 


tomber dans le malheur, dans la misère; devenir pauvre, être ruiné’ (Mostaert 1968: 153), Mgr. dure:- (< *doro+yi-) 1. E 8 


T, 2. 2A JJ“ 3. İSİ [to lack vigor; to lack strength; to become lazy] (Khasbaatar 1985: 201). 
49 For a similar reason, Poppe (1927: 102) posited two dental phonemes for Proto-Altaic. 


50 The Xiongnu word tihü HERH, tihü H de-ya ‘clarified butter’ (Pulleyblank 1962: 255; Schuessler 2014: 277) may serve as 
independent evidence for the Turkic *d.- in the first century CE if it renders Tu. *d,iagä > CT yag ‘fat, oil, grease, Chuv. su 
‘butter, fat? The Proto-Circassian *dağa ‘lard, fat’ (Kuipers 1975: 69), without cognates in other West Caucasian languages, is 
likely to be a borrowing from Early Bulgar Turkic. The common base *yu (~ *yo) of CT yuk ~ yok ‘residues of food in a pot 
and yuk- ~ yok- ‘to stick to’ (ED 895, 897-898; ESTJa IV 211) may be a loanword from Ch. zâo fiği OC *[ts]*u, LHC tsou ‘sediment; 


dregs; distillers grains’ (Baxter & Sagart 2014; Schuessler 2009: 181) (cf. Sino-Korean 2 jo [tso] id.) given that it goes back to 
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Apart from the Turkic loanwords in Mongolic, a similar initial is attested only in Turkic 
inscriptions, texts, and glosses in Greek and Cyrillic alphabets, such as the Nagyszentmiklós inscription 
in Greek letters, early Turkic glosses in Byzantine sources and the so-called Bulgarische Fürstenliste 
(Nominalia of the Bulgarian Khans) as well as Turkic loanwords in Slavic.” In all these cases, it is not 
certain whether the Greek 8 or Cyrillic a rendered a voiced dental obstruent or a voiced postalveolar 
affricate. Even if some of the instances indeed stood for a dental obstruent, this sound was rare and 
rather archaizing than archaic. 

The doublet relevant to *d.- is distributed between Proto-Samoyedic and Proto-Yeniseian. It 
involves the earlier forms of CT yüz 100’ and Chuv. ser ‘100. Whereas Proto-Samoyedic has borrowed 


the Bulgar Turkic form, Proto-Yeniseian has borrowed the Common Turkic one. 


"dn [dzu ~ dzu]. The identical derivational pattern is also found in Tu. *čť (= OU si?) ‘moisture’ (ED 393) > *dik “1. rosa; 2. inej; 
3. syrost’, vlaga, vlažnost’; syroj, vlaznyj, mokryj; 4. lug, lugovoj’ (Leksika 38-39), čīk- ‘to get moist’ (OTWF 494). The base may 
have originated from Ch. shi 7&& ‘wet, damp, moist’ (Zieme & Kara 1979: 64n.). See further the Proto-Turkic reconstructions 
*d,aka- and *d;ira-|*d,irä- as possible loanwords from Tocharian (or Chinese) in Appendix 1 as well as the Xiongnu chügi, 
tügi Æ Š *dâ-gri | *dia-gri title given to the crown prince of the Xiongnu; (lit.) virtuous, worthy ('EX) (Schuessler 2014: 276) 
possibly corresponding to the Avar title iugurrus *yugur ‘co-ruler of the khagan’ in Appendix 2. The phoneme */d;/ may also 
be used to explain the Mongolic *kada ‘rock; overhanging rock; ravine’ (N 398) and *edie (> *ejen) ‘master, owner, boss’ (N 
326; MT $5; EEW $3748), which are the sources of PTg. kadar ‘Fels’ (B 49) and PTg. *ädä (> *ädä.i > *üdi) ‘Mann, Herr’ (B 66) 
respectively. Their Turkic donor forms can be reconstructed as *kad,a and “âd.iâ. These correspond to CT kaya ‘rock’ (ED 


674-675) and CT äyä ‘master, owner’ (Leksika 325-326). 


51 All of these words originate from areas under Bulgaric influence: Adik, Aoty ‘Ural river’ (CT Yayik) by Ptolemy and 
Menander Protector, ööyıa ~ 8óyto ‘wake, funeral’ (CT yog) by Menander Protector, now» ‘(year of) snake’ (CT yilan), a 
name for the year in the Bulgarische Fürstenliste, noxerop*» ‘pillow’ (CT yogdu ~ yogto), a Bulgaric loanword in Slavic 


languages, 8vye- ( *düer-) ‘to carry’ (CT yüd-), a Bulgaric verb in the Nagyszentmiklós inscription in Greek letters. 
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BT *d,ür ‘100’ > PS “ür” ‘100’ (SW 50).*? 


CT d-s" 100 > PY Haus! *A,ut ‘100’ (Werner 20052: 201), “Bus ‘100’ (Werner 2005b: 


219) > Kott (Str.) dus (= d'us), Pump. ütamsa, átamssa (< *ut + *tamsa).” 


The Common Turkic *d,,;- and Bulgar Turkic *d,- must have been pronounced as a voiced dental 


fricative, perhaps alternating with a voiced palatalized alveolar stop in some vernaculars. Since Proto- 


52 Based on a lexicostatistical model which dates the disintegration of Samoyedic to the third century BCE, BlaZek (2016: 83) 
regarded PS *jiir as a loanword from the Proto-Turkic *yür. The second Proto-Samoyedic word of Turkic origin with onset *j- 
is *juntd (~ juntd) Pferd’ (SW 49). It was borrowed from Tu. *d,und,d > CT yunt ~ yund (WYug. yut ~ yot) ‘horse’ (ED 946; ESTJa 
I 253-254). This form, in turn, may be related to the Xiongnu táotá 5555 dou-da < *lü-lä ‘a kind of horse’ (Yán Shigü: Hk 
dau-da) (Schuessler 2014: 265) if the latter renders a foreign *duda or *duda (see Sagart 1999: 31 for the chronology of OC */- > 
MC d-). The absence of /n/ in the Chinese transcription, however, weakens this equation. The insertion of the parasitical /n/ 
may have taken place in Turkic. Can the enigmatic first part of OU yuy kus 'Pfau' (Wilkens 2021a: 922) be traced back to 
*d,ud.d, the older form of *d,und,a without /n/? Osm. yund kusi kuyruk sallayan kuşu, peygamber kuşu’ [wagtail] (TS 4730) 


is worth comparing here. Note that both birds have conspicuous tails, which have given them their names in some languages. 


53 The borrowing of the Bulgar Turkic forms “boro (cf. CT böz ‘grey’), *kir (cf. CT kiš winter"), “kī (cf. CT kis ‘sable’) and *ür 
(cf. CT üz fat’) into Proto-Samoyedic as "puro ‘grey, wolf-grey, wolf-grey dog’ (Róna-Tas 1988: 744), *kel’ > “ke ‘winter’ 
(Helimski 1997 $522), *Kil' > *kij > *ki'sable' (SW 69) and *jür ‘fat’ (SW 50) is an additional evidence in favor of the argument 
that Proto-Samoyedic had primarily contact with Proto-Bulgar Turkic. On PS *ki, see also Helimski (1991: 263; 1995: 75-76) 


for an argumentation of the opposite direction of borrowing. 


54 The Common Turkic d;y is further reflected in PM *dabusan (urinary) bladder, abdomen’ (N 310) and *dusu- ‘to drip, 
drop’ (N 320), which were borrowed from CT *d,yamizâ (> yamiz) ‘groin, flank’ (ED 940) and "*d(;usá- (> yws- ~ yws-) ‘to pour 
out (ED 976), cf. Bashk. yüsâr (< *yös- ?) 1. inej; 2. morosjağtij dozd” (DSBJa 128). Despite Clauson, DLT yws- ~ yws- can hardly 
be a reciprocal derivative of yü(v)- to wash. As we have no evidence that the opposition of *d;- : *d.- was preserved in 
Common Turkic, the subscript number is put in brackets. It is likely that *d;- had already merged with *t- in Proto-Common 


Turkic. 


55 The Arin form jus ‘100’ is borrowed from Late Common Turkic (Khabtagaeva 2019: 195). The other Arin form *©us in 
xycuroc Kusc'us ‘100’ and xunuroc kin&'us ‘200’ (Helimski 1986: 205; Werner 2005b: 304) is of Turkic origin as well. For Pump. 


*tamsa, cf. Assan aldin-tâmsu ‘100, Kott aldin-tamsi, áléin tamsi, alt[e] tamsi, astamse ‘100’ (Werner 2005b: 304). 
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Samoyedic lacked a voiced dental segment, and Proto-Yeniseian lacked a dental fricative segment, *[ð-] 
must have been substituted with the closest sounds in both protolanguages.” 

Unlike "Aus, the ancient Turkic loanwords in Yeniseian discussed above are all borrowed from 
Bulgar Turkic.” Despite Vajda (2009: 481-482) and Werner (2010a: 143), PY *t’é’s ‘stone’ (Werner 2002: 


11/312) must be added here as an old borrowing from *t/i < *tias” > CT *tas'stone; cf. BT *tiár(á) > Chuv. 


cul 1. kamen’, kamennyj; 2. Zérnov (mel niényj)' (ChuvRSl 595) and BT *tia(a) > *tila+gu > Mo. *cilaun 


56 Assuming that the Proto-Yeniseian word for ‘leaf’ reconstructed as *1,2*2p^o (Werner 20052: 200) and *ka’ap"a (Werner 
2005b: 218) is a loanword from the Old Chinese Ë */[a]p ‘leaf’ (Baxter & Sagart 2014), the lateral character of the Yeniseian 
initial is secured. The Chinese #£ “lap is also mentioned by Starostin (1995: 233) in connection with the Yeniseian word 
reconstructed by him as *jape. PS *jäpä ‘Blatt’ (SW 41) is obviously a loanword from Yeniseian. Furthermore, PM *nabéin (~ 
*labcin) leaf, foliage’ (N 450) and PM *nabaa ~ *namaa ‘foliage’ (N 450) also seem to be related to the Chinese word. Yet, the 


question remains why the Chinese “/- is substituted by the Yeniseian *A,- if Proto-Yeniseian already had an initial */-. If 


Baxter's (1992: 411) reconstruction Hop is correct, this would better account for PY *A,- as well as PM *n- (< *n-). 


57 A further Bulgar Turkic loanword in Yeniseian is likely to be “dala / “Aala (alternatively *A,al and *£al) ‘child’ (Werner 
2004: 148; Werner 20052: 200-201; Werner 2005b: 219), whose donor form may be cognate with CT *yas ‘young; child’ and 
perhaps identical with BT, *niara (> BT, “jâLâ). Mo. “nilka ‘the youngest (child of a family), baby, young and tender, delicate’ 
(N 457) and Mo. */alau ‘young (person) (N 381) are borrowings from BT, *niard and BT, *jard, respectively. Osm. jalasun ~ 
Jilasun shows that Mongolic must also have had an unattested variant in “falassun, whose base is identical with that of 
*jala--u (Schónig 2000: 105-106). Since the sonorants *n, *n'and *r do not occur in onset position in Yeniseian (Werner 2005b: 
204), the initial *⁄- of the Bulgar Turkic form must have been substituted by *d"- or a lateral consonant of uncertain sound 
value as Werner's reconstruction suggests. This comparison, albeit in a more concise manner, has already been made by 
Róna-Tas (1982: 136). For the sake of completeness, I would like to remark here that the same Proto-Yeniseian word is 
reconstructed as "4| by Anderson (2003: 13) based on the reconstruction of Starostin (1995: 308) as "Hl Another 


reconstruction is found as "g"iwtt-Vr" ~ *g”att-Vn”‘growing, small (said only of living things)’ in Fortescue-Vajda (2022: 368). 


58 In Turkological literature, it has been long falsely assumed that the diphthong */ia/ in Bulgar Turkic arose from an older 
long /à/ that remained unchanged in Common Turkic. Yet, a short scrutiny reveals that the opposite is true: the diphthong 
*/ia/ is primary, and it got monophthongised in Common Turkic. The strongest evidence for this statement comes from the 
near-minimal pair *kiar ‘snow’ (CT *kar) and *kar ‘goose’ (CT *kaz), which resulted in Chuv. yur and xur respectively. This 
fact demonstrates that not every long */a/ was diphthongised in Early Bulgar Turkic. As a further example, Chuv. sum ‘count’ 
« BT *sam (cf. CT *sân ‘number’) > Hung. szám ‘number’ (TLH 762—766) may be given, which would be expected to surface 
as }sum in Chuvash and as sám in Hungarian if the rule mentioned above were true. This fact was already acknowledged 


by Doerfer (KhM 278-279). 
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‘stone’ (N 302), Kit. # # [183189] «cala» cala, A [431189] <Gal9.a>* cala ‘male personal name,” 


(Liaoshi 25€ £) file *Cala ‘male personal name’ (Kane 2009: 57; Wu & Janhunen 2010: 171, 178-179, 209— 


210, 220; Otake 2017: 204n.). A similar unexpectedly early narrowing of *a, as is later observed in Tuvan 
and Yakut, is already found in the Dingling | 2& word künzi E& 1^ *kirsak” attested in Weilüe Zl from 
the third century CE (Pulleyblank 1962: 226; Schuessler 2014: 273). This word is clearly cognate with the 
historical Common Turkic word karsak ‘steppe fox’ (ED 663; ESTJa V 313-314) and the Mongolic *kirsa 
‘steppe fox, corsac. Again, despite Werner (2010b: 181-182), PY *qu’s ‘tent, house’ (Werner 2002: II/140), 


*guws ‘birch bark tent’ (Fortescue-Vajda 2022: 270) is another possible loanword from CT *kos ‘tent’ 


(VEWT 283b; Stachowski 1997b: 230—231), cf. SH gos ‘Haus (Jurte, Zelt ?) (FY (Haenisch 1939: 68). 
The couple of doublets given above demonstrate that Proto-Common Turkic and Proto-Bulgar 
Turkic retained the onset consonants *n- and "d. Exactly this assumption makes it more likely that *p- 
must be ascribed to the same stages as well. 
In addition to that, some Bulgar Turkic loanwords in Mongolic point to a second and younger 
loanword layer and originate from a period in which “d,.)- and *p- of the older layer had already changed 


to *- and *h-. 


59 The conventional readings of the graphs & and X are «car?» and <a, respectively. Although the character OU usually 


renders the Kitan syllable /ra/, there is at least a certain case of /la/: Kit. ZE 292, *Silasun (or *Silâsun) leopard (39) (Sūn & 
Nié 2008: 102), cf. PM *sileü(l)sün ‘lynx’ (N 495) and, in particular, EYug, fale:san JEŽ [lynx] (Boléuluu et al. 1984: 106). 
Despite Otake's (2017: 204n.) contention, the coda vowel of the word may not necessarily be long. However, it certainly points 
towards an older sequence ?ayV because the coda vowel °a would have been elided in Middle Kitan. This also challenges 
Shimunek's (2017: 459) assumption that the suffix +yu is a Proto-Mongolic innovation. So, Kit. X Æ # [028.161.189] <$.au.a> 
Sawa bird of prey’ (Shimunek 2017: 370) and Mo. *sibaun ‘bird’ (N 488) both go back to *sibayu. The same contraction of °ayV 
is also observed in Kit. $ 7 X [247.168.189] «t.aq.a» taqa ‘chicken, hen’ (Shimunek 2017: 372) and % X [270.189] <ém.a> ema 
‘goat’ (Shimunek 2017: 339), which are, like PM *takia (N 510) and PM *imaan ‘goat’ (N 372), obvious loanwords from earlier 


forms of OT takigu ~ takagu ‘a domestic fowl’ (ED 468) and OT imga ‘wild mountain goat’ (ED 158). 
60 The use of Mo. cilayun as a personal name is well documented (Rybatzki 2006: 301-302). 


61 The sound value of *kir for the character Fë is secured by the circumstance that in Welle it also occurs in the transcription 
Gékün [MEE (Chavannes 1905: 561), which renders the well-known ethnonym *Kirkir that surfaces as Kirkiz in the Orkhon 
inscriptions. The same transcription is attested as early as 200 BCE (Pulleyblank 1962: 123, Pulleyblank 1983: 455, Pulleyblank 


1990: 99-101, Schuessler 2014: 272). 
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BT, *nari- > BT, *jari- + Mo. *jali- > SH jalira-” ‘vom Zorn ablassen’ (Haenisch 1939: 85), 
WM jalira- ‘to shirk, be lazy or nonchalant; to rest from work; to stop for a time; to calm 
down; to abate, to get better (as illness) (L 1032), PM *jalikai® ‘lazy’ (N 381-382), PM 
“alkau ‘lazy’ (N 381-382). 

BT, *parä > BT, *hard ‘little, few’ > Mo. “ara > SH aran ‘kaum’ (Haenisch 1939: 8), WM 


arai just a little too...; not guite...; hardly, scarcely, barely; with difficulty’ (L 48).^* 


This is another strong argument in favor of attributing the loanwords with *p- to Proto-Common Turkic 
and Proto-Bulgar Turkic as in the second scenario above. We can state, by extending it, that the first and 
more archaic Bulgar Turkic loanword layer in Mongolic stands out with *p-, *ń- and *d,- whereas the 
second and younger layer features *h- and */-, which developed from the former ones. 

To sum up, Proto-Common Turkic and Proto-Bulgar Turkic both had the onset consonants *p-, 
*n- and “dçy-, which yielded *h-, 5- and ZC in prehistoric Bulgar Turkic and *h-, *y- and *y- in historical 


Common Turkic.“ Even though it cannot be verified by means of the available data that these onset 


62 From a semantic viewpoint, Kempf's (2013: 169—170) derivation of this verb from jali ‘ruse, craft, cunning, trick, deceit’ is 
unacceptable. It is a much better fit for the deverbal formative -rA-, also dealt with by Kempf (2013: 124-131). Poppe (1927: 


114) has already compared jali-ra- with CT yasi. 


63 Nugteren reconstructed the Proto-Mongolic form as *jalkai mainly based on the modern languages. However, precl. WM 
Jaligai kümün ‘indolent person’ (Tib. le lo can) (Kara 2009: 130) and HY jaligai ‘paresse (F) (Mostaert 1977: 65) point to a 
trisyllabic form in "jalikai. Despite Godzinski (1985: 30), jaligai cannot be derived from the noun jali, which is attested in 
Mugaddimat al-Adab (Poppe 1938: 200b) with the alleged meaning 'spokój. Firstly, jali is a misinterpreted cognate of Mo. jali 
‘splendor, majesty’ (Kara 2009: 130). Secondly, jaligai hardly belongs to this denominal formation. It is rather a deverbal 


derivative with the suffix -kei / -gai. 


64 This also shows that the change of *p- > *h- in Bulgar Turkic must have occurred before the fourth century because the 
Bulgar Turks had already left their home in South Siberia and lost their connection with the Mongols in the middle of the 


same century. 


65 Doerfer reconstructed only *p- and *d- for Proto-Turkic (see TMEN I 97; Doerfer 1971b: 332-342; Doerfer 1975-1976: 25, 28). 
As regards *n-, Doerfer deemed only the comparison of Mo. nudurga ‘fist’ and Tu. yudruk ‘id’ acceptable and claimed that 


the Mongolic form might have been dissimilated from *dudurga (see TMEN 162; TMEN $1787). In a later study in which he 
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consonants had not undergone any changes during the formation of Proto-Common Turkic and Proto- 
Bulgar Turkic, it is possible and quite likely that Proto-Turkic had the same initials *p-, *r- and *d.- as 
well. 

In the current scenario, it unfortunately remains unclear whether Proto-Turkic was a r,/l, or z/$ 
language. Taking into consideration the successful argumentation of Doerfer (1975-1976: 33-35), 1 am 
tentatively willing to consider Proto-Turkic as a language with two rhotic and two lateral phonemes. The 
assumption that /$/ and /z/ come from */l,/ and */r,/ succeeds in explaining why the former sounds do 
not occur in initial position in Common Turkic.“ The non-occurrence of the sibilants /$/ and /z/ as 
phonemes in the proto-systems of Mongolic, Tungusic, Samoyedic and Yeniseian is another point that 


strongly speaks against the existence of these phonemes in Proto-Turkic." Since it is improbable that 


reviewed the 'Altaic' cognate sets beginning with non-labial nasals, Doerfer tended to explain the rare plausible cognates as 


Mongolic loanwords in Turkic where the Mongolic *ń- has been substituted by the Turkic y- (Doerfer 2001 §R 19, §R 29). 


66 Concerning the zetacism, another hint pointing to the rhotic origin of CT z is given us by the Old Turkic postposition üzâ 
‘above, the antonym of astra ‘below’ If we suppose that it is also derived with «rA in parallel with asra, it becomes 
immediately clear that the assimilation of the rhotic consonant of the suffix entails the reconstruction of the stem-final 
consonant as another rhotic: *ür,*r,â > *ür,rd > *tr.d > *üzä (DLT üzä ~ üzâ, Yak. üöhâ ~ ühâ). This also shows that */r,/ was 
more dominant than */r,/. On the etymology of iizd, see also Tekin (1996: 328-329) and Erdal (2004: 179) for other possible 


but less likely explanations. The oldest attested form of the ethnonym Kirkiz, i.e., Kirkir in the Chinese transcriptions Gékun 


[MER "krék-kün and Jiankün EX Ed *kin-kün (Schuessler 2014: 272) possibly rendering * /Kir,kir./, proves that CT /z/ goes back 
to a rhotic consonant. If taken to be a loanword from Ir. *bora « *baura- ‘brown, bay, grey’ (ESIJa II 152), CT böz ‘grey, brown’ 
(ED 388-389) (without any cognate in Chuvash) is a further solid piece of evidence for the prehistoric sound change */r,/ > 
İz). Likewise, OU bákiz ~ pâkiz ‘clearly manifest’ (ED 330; Wilkens 2021b: 125—127) can be taken as another good example for 
the Turkic zetacism provided that it is an ancient loanword from a Tocharian form such as “pâkri ‘clear, obvious, evident 
(Adams 2013: 389-390). However, it is quite doubtful when and how this word entered Turkic and why its distribution is so 
restricted despite its supposed antiquity. See Helimski (1991: 262—265) for further zetacistic points of argumentation. Against 
Helimski and, before him, Röna-Tas, I tend to interpret the so-called 'eraphic evidence' as an indication of the Bulgaric origin 


of the Turkic runiform script. 


67 Another possible solution was put forward by Scerbak (1970: 83-88; and elsewhere), and it has been strongly endorsed by 
Janhunen (1989, 2016). According to Séerbak, the coda */s/ has been voiced to /z/ after long vowels in monosyllabic words 
and in disyllabic words regardless of vowel length, whereas it has been retained after short vowels. Doerfer (1975-1976: 31- 
32) already raised justified objections to S&erbak's theory. It can be easily refuted by minimal pairs such as CT käz ‘goose’ : 


kar ‘snow’ : kas ‘bark, CT haz- ‘to lose one's way’ : hâr- ‘to be tired’ : has- ~ hâs- ‘to hang, CT yâz ‘spring’ : yar ‘cliff’ : yas loss, 
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they have emerged ex nihilo in Common Turkic, we should assume a substrate language that had these 
sibilants. It may be an extinct language that was spoken in the Xiongnu Empire, perhaps an early Middle 
Iranian dialect. Considering the Old Turkic satu ladder, staircase' (ED 867), it may be presumed that 
this idiom was closely related to Khotanese Saka, cf. Khot. büssáta ‘stairway’ (Bailey 1979: 300), which is 


Ak 


cognate with the Khwarezmian ’sc ‘Leiter; Gazi sârt, Sivandi sid ‘staircase, ladder’ (< Old Persian 
*c(a)ita-), Pashto xol, Waziri Pashto Sal ‘stairway of stones and earth, Yazghulami Xad ladder, Ossetian 
(Digor) asin(@) ‘ladder, Yidgha afsinyo ‘ladder’ < Ir. *srita- / *srita- | *sriti- (Morgenstierne 2003: 98; 
Cheung 2007: 354-355). CT ton ‘garment, clothing’ (ED 512-513) has also been deemed to be a 
loanword from Khot. thauna- 'cloth; silk' (Bailey 1979: 149), which is the source of Tch. B tono 'silk' 
(Adams 2013: 329). Historically speaking, we can identify these Iranian-speaking people with Qüshe JẸ 
BI EMC k'ut-ziajk *Skujaka mentioned in Chinese sources as early as 200 BCE (Pulleyblank 1983: 455; 
Pulleyblank 2000: 72). 

Based on the Mongolic, Tungusic, Yeniseian and Samoyedic data given and discussed under (13) 
and (14), we might posit that the Proto-Turkic */l,/ changed to the Common Turkic */$/ over a dental 
consonant. The following phonetic values can tentatively be assigned to these phonemes: /l,/ *[4] > /t./ 
*[0] > /3/ [f].” The dental consonant can, of course, also be interpreted as a dialectal innovation and 


not as an intermediary stage. Nonetheless, the interpretation that I am most inclined to is to regard */t./ 


with the possible phonetic value of [ts] or [0] as the origin of the Common Turkic /$/ [f] and Bulgar 


damage, death’ (also Chuv. *süs > Cher. sös 'Gedáchtnisfeier für die Verstorbenen’) and CT *hävis- (> ävüs-) to winnow’: CT 
hâvir- to tum. On the other hand, it cannot be denied that there is a dislike of the coda /s/ and the tendency for voicing it 
in Turkic: DLT as ~ az ‘ermine’ (CTD I 18), DLT kas ~ kaz ‘bark’ (CTD II 225-226). See Helimski (1991: 265, 267n.) for possible 


explanations of the latter phenomenon. 


68 Proto-Iranian is reconstructed as having § and z (N. Sims-Williams 2017: 271). More importantly, East Middle Iranian 


languages all had these consonantal phonemes. 


69 Based on the Middle and New Persian forms, Tafazzoli (1970: 87-89) reconstructed "sarta- ‘ladder’ for Old Persian and 
linked it to the Avestan sar and Sanskrit sr (sic) joindre? On the other hand, Skjarve, in a note to Morgenstierne (2003: 98), 


remarked that “srita- | *srità- must be distinguished from *sarta-. 


70 Semitic languages are a perfect example of how these sounds can be interchangeable. 
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Turkic /1/ [1]." */t,/ would perfectly fit in with the consonantism of Proto-Turkic as the voiceless 
counterpart of */d,/. While “d.- has yielded y- in Common Turkic, *t,- must have changed to c-. This 
could also explain the salient fluctuation of CT č- ~ y- attested in cig ~ yig ‘raw, uncooked, čirü- ~ yirü- 
‘to rot, to decay, cayka- ~ yayka- ‘to stir, to shake, čörgä- ~ yörgâ- ‘to wrap up, Cöpik ~ yöpük ‘impurity, 


72 « 


rubbish, garbage, and perhaps even cóz- ~ yör-” ‘to untie’ simply as a result of an underlying alternation 
of *t,- ~ *d,-. Furthermore, PM *tüükei ~ *tüükü (< *tigiiki ~ *tigükei ?) ‘raw’ (N 528) and *sidün (< *sitün) 
‘tooth’ (N 494) may also be regarded as ancient loanwords from PT *t,igüki ~ *t,.igükäy > CT cigki ~ igkây 
‘raw, uncooked'? and PT *sit,ü ~ *sit,ü > CT tig ~ ti’* (due to regressive dissimilation), Chuv. $äl ‘tooth. 
In this reconstruction, the rare but solidly attested alternations of CT t- ~ y- as in tint- ~ yind- ‘to search 
for, to seek’ and CT t- ~ C- as in tägzin- - Cägzin- ‘to revolve, to rotate’ easily find an explanation: they go 
back to the earlier sporadic alternations of *t,- (> *t,-) ~ *d.- and *t- ~ *t.-.” 

As support for this assumption, I would like to mention a possible Chinese loanword in Proto- 
Turkic. I consider it quite likely that the Proto-Turkic *niät,a, which is the origin of CT yas ‘molodoj (+ 
maloletnij); junyj; junosa (+ paren’); rebenok, ditja (+ maloletnij); mladenec; novorozdennoe ditja; 
grudnoj, novoroZdennyj; mal'tik; syn” (ESTJa IV 162 $7) and whose Mongolie (*jalau, *nilka) and 


Yeniseian (dai | *Aala) cognates have been mentioned above, was borrowed from the Western Han 


71 Proto-ObUgrian *9 > Proto-Khanty *¢ (Honti 1998: 337) is an interesting parallel to the proposed change of Proto-Turkic -9- > 


Proto-Bulgar Turkic -¢-. 
72 MA yózül- “çözülmek, dağılıp çürümek' (Yüce 1993: 212) is either a contamination of both forms or simply a miscopy. 


73 Cf. particularly Kaz. siyki ‘raw, uncooked, unripe, Kirg. čiyki ‘raw, uncooked, unripened, Yak. sikây ‘raw, unfrozen, unripe, 


Dolg. hikäy ‘fresh, raw, unripe.’ Stachowski’s (1997a: 7) analysis of Dolg. hikäy as derived from hik ‘humidity, dew’ is redundant. 


74 CT sisük > sisäk ‘two-year-old sheep’ (TMEN §1332; TLH 745; Li 2013: 566—567), cf. SH silegü ‘~ qonin, zweijähriges Schaf, 


~ irge, zweijähriger Hammel ( —ji&)' (Haenisch 1939: 140), preserves the expected Common Turkic reflex *si& 


75 Ignorant of the external data I depend on, Anderson (1997/1998: 171, n. 3) has already proposed that “*9 and *d are as good 


a representation for the correspondence set as the standard */, and *r,” 


76 As far as I can determine, the earliest attestations of this word in Turkic are IM (thirteenth c.) yas oglân ‘small, young’ (ED 
976), CC (thirteenth c.) yas yasindan ‘ab infantile etate’ (Grønbech 1942: 117) and QA (1310) yas ‘young, at an early age’ (Ata 
1997: 714). In any case, CT yas ‘young’ must be kept apart from the homonymous words signifying ‘tears, ‘year of age’ and 


‘fresh, moist, green’ as is also pointed out by Street (1980: 298n.). 
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Chinese form of rázi f2;-1- ‘a child; my lad’ (Mathews 1972 $3147). Its Eastern Han Chinese pronunciation 
is given as "njuah-tsjah: by Coblin (1983: 183, 191)."7 Schuessler (2007: 445) emphasized that in Old 


Chinese the phrase rüzi ý f- meant literally ‘weak child; and rü fiğ is a derivation from or perhaps 


identical with rú PE ‘weak, timid? This word also occurs in the names of two Chinese emperors, Rüzi Xi 


fig TJE (fifth c. BCE) of Wei Hİ (Riegel 1977) and Rüzi Ying f5;-1-28 (5-25 CE) of Hàn 7€. The speakers 
of Turkic must have heard the Chinese word as *ńwa:tsə: and adopted it as *niat,d [niätsa] to their 
speech." Since this borrowing can at the earliest be dated to the second century BCE in which Han- 
Xiongnu relations were diplomatically intensified through the heqin (115) policy, the existence of */t,/ 
is secured for that period. This loanword thereby establishes the time-depth of Late Proto-Turkic. 


A Xiongnu word in Chinese transcription not only backs up the reconstruction of */t,/ but also 


sheds light as to when it has changed to /$/ in Common Turkic. I relate jüci EX kia-ts”i lady, married 
daughter” (Schuessler 2014: 272) to the Common Turkic kisi ~ kissi ~ kisi (OU kisi, DLT kis(i) ~ kisi, Kh. 
kisi ~ kisü ~ kissi) ‘woman, wife’ (ED 748, 749; Maue & Röhrborn 1985: 69; Zieme 1992: 306-307; Li 1999: 
248-249; Doerfer 1993: 63) that is unavoidably contaminated with CT kiši person.” The fluctuation of 
[s| and /$/ in Turkic may be explained through the circumstance that */t,/ had already begun to change 
to /$/ in some Early Common Turkic dialects at the time the word was borrowed. The Xiongnu word, 
which I reconstruct as "tel," entered the conservative dialects that had not completed this sound 
change as *kit,i. This form regularly yielded kisi in Common Turkic. The innovative dialects that no 


longer possessed the phoneme */t,/, on the other hand, substituted the Xiongnu */ts/ through /s/ and 


77 The same phrase is reconstructed as *no-tsia for Later Han Chinese (Schuessler 2007: 445, 633), as *njuh-tsja? (Schuessler 
p yun-tsy 


1987: 516, 862) for Early Zhou Chinese and as *nos-tsa? for Old Chinese (Baxter & Sagart 2014). 


78 A similar delabialization has apparently also occurred in the adoption of Chinese words in the Huân-Mö rhyme group 


into Old Uyghur (BTT 34: 183-184). 


79 The Eastern Han Chinese pronunciation of f is given as “kjah and “kjâ (Coblin 1983: 162, 201, 213, 226). Its Old Japanese 


(Wei zhi stratum) pronunciation, on the other hand, is ka (Bentley 2016: 91). 


80 De Groot (1921: 197n.) compared the Xiongnu word with the Turkic ‘kis’ It remains unclear to me whether de Groot had 


an attested Turkic word in mind, or he simply reconstructed a hypothetical Turkic form. 


81 Zheng Xuan's HEX (127-200 CE) hint that "f is read like 4” (Bentley 2016: gı) must be noted here. Coblin (1983: 201) 


gives the Eastern Han Chinese pronunciation of the latter as *kjah. Also cf. Hakka ki-tshù (Macher 1904: 31, 60). 
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so emerged the variant kisi. This Xiongnu word from the first half of the first century BCE sets the date 
for the emergence of the Turkic sound change */t,/ > /š/ and the Early Common Turkic dialects.” 

A third possible loanword in Turkic may help us to date the change of */t,/ to a lateral consonant 
in Bulgar Turkic. If a form related to Tch. B riyatse ~ fíatse ‘danger; plague, distress’ (also ‘need’) (Adams 
2013: 291) and Tch. A #âtse ‘molestia, periculum (Poucha 1955: 109) is the source of CT yds ~ yâs“3 ‘1. vred, 
uscerb; 2. smert’, gibel 3. traur, plač po umersemu, prititanie, plac, oplakivanie, otéajanie, predmet 
ot&ajanija, peéal’, pominki' (ESTJa IV 150) and BT "ës ‘mourning’ (cf. Hung. gyász ‘mourning, 
bereavement, Cher. sds 'Gedáchtnisfeier für die Verstorbenen") (TLH 376-377; Paasonen 1948: 112), we 
can assume that it was borrowed into Common Turkic as the change of */t,/ > /3/ was still in progress 
because CT yas, like CT kisi ~ kisi treated above, shows an alternation of /s/ ~ /š/. This dates the 
borrowing to the first half of the first century BCE. Unlike Common Turkic, Bulgar Turkic must have 
already undergone the change of */t,/ > */r/ at that time. Otherwise, we would find either Här, or an 
alternation of +/az and "jas. In conclusion, the change */t,/ > /1/ in Bulgar Turkic seems to have come 
to pass prior to the change of */t,/ > /š/ in Common Turkic, presumably in the second half of the second 
century BCE? Even though it does not help us in corroborating this dating, PTch. *ietse ‘(outer) skin’ > 


Tch. A yats (— yáts), Tch. B yetse (Adams 2013: 549) is another possible loanword in Proto-Turkic. It 


82 Róna-Tas (1982: 120-122 and elsewhere) maintained that the word for ‘stirrup’ must have existed in Turkic prior to the split 
of Bulgar Turkic and Common Turkic and so dated their divergence to the first centuries BCE. This dating is in accordance 


with our dating of the sound change */t,/ > /$/ which marks the emergence of Common Turkic. 


83 Three instances from three different periods of Turkic speak for a variant in yas: OU «yas» yas ‘Schaden’ (TT VIII O 7), QA 


yas ‘mourning’ (Boeschoten & O'Kane 2015: 698), Yak. ös-sâs ‘bran’, vraZda; zlost’; spory-perekory’ (Pek. Il 1973, s.v. ös). 


84 Tch. AB tsit ‘to touch’ (Malzahn 2010: 992-993; Adams 2013: 807), without any Indo-European etymology, may serve as 
evidence for the opposite direction of borrowing if it can be related to the Late Proto-Turkic form *d,etd- that yielded CT yet- 
‘to catch up, to reach; to be sufficient’ (ED 884-885) and Chuv. $it- ‘1. doxodit', doezZat', dobirat'sja i t. d.; 2. pribliZat'sja, 
nastupat ; 3. dogonjat’, nagonjat’, pribliZat'sja k komu-Cemu-l.; 4. dostavat’; 5. dostigat’; doxodit’ do Cego-l.; 6. posetit’ kogo- 
čto-l., pobyvat’ gde-l.; 7. uspevat’; 8. sbyvat'sja, ispolnjat’sja, osustestvljat'sja; 9. xvatat’, byt’ dostatoânym; 10. postigat’, 
obruğivat'sja; 11. ravnjat'sja, byt” ravnym' (ChuvRSl 419). PT *d.- [dz ~ dz] was substituted by /ts/ in Tocharian because it 
lacked its voiced counterpart. The semantic gap between ‘to touch’ and ‘to reach’ is easily bridgeable. Note that OT täg- ‘to 
reach (a place)’ also gained the meaning ‘to touch’ from Middle Turkic on (ED 476). According to Carling (2005: 65-66), 


Common Tocharian is to be dated around the beginning of our era. This sets the terminus ante quem for this borrowing. 
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probably entered Turkic as *(i)át,d ~ *(i)üsá and gave d$ ~ "äs (OU ees, Tt. dial. es, Tkm. esen, Uzb. es, 
Tuv. esteri) ‘placenta’ (Ölmez 2008: 233-234) in Common Turkic.“ Intriguing word forms with the same 
meaning and not identifiable as of foreign origin are found in Ottoman Turkish (thirteenth or 
fourteenth c.) as âtân ‘döl eşi, meşime, son, döl yatağı' (Doğuer 2013: 157), in Turkish dialects as eten, 
etene, etine and etek ‘insan ya da hayvan eşi, sonu' (DS 1797) and in Azerbaijani as ätänä 'posled, placenta’ 
(AzRSI II 129). All of these forms ultimately go back to *ätän, which is either a younger loanword from 
Tocharian, or the result of a sporadic change of */t,/ to /t,/. At this point, I would also like to remind the 
reader that Naert (1964: 257—258) considered the Tocharian word, which is quite likely of Indo-European 
origin, a loanword from the Khanty et 'body, surface of the body; skin of human beings. Van Windekens 
(1964: 594—595), however, rejected this etymology and established a connection with the Mordvinic joZo, 
joz(a) ‘surface’ and Zyryan ež the inner side of the skin; skin; flesh.’ 

As I have suggested the presence of ancient Tocharian loanwords in Turkic, it may be 
appropriate to back up this suggestion indicating a firm witness of the linguistic contact between 


Xiongnu and Yuezhi who spoke Tocharian. Pulleyblank (1966: 19-20) made an important point when he 


considered the Xiongnu title ruódi ZB nak-te (glossed as xiào > ‘filial piety’) (Schuessler 2014: 280) 


— pet 


as a borrowing from the Lesser Yuezhi title Ruöjü 75 H. nak-tsia (Schuessler 2014: 280), which is an 


equivalent to Tch. A näkci, B nâkciye ‘divine, celestial, heavenly’ (Adams 2013: 284-285; Barnes 2013: gın.). 
However, the Xiongnu title is more likely to be a loanword from Tch. B nakte ‘god’ (Adams 2013: 281-282). 
Blazek & Schwarz (2017: 65-66) already referred to this connection and concluded that "during the 1st 
cent. BCE the chieftains of the tribal confederation, in Chinese sources called Xiongnu (JYX Xiöngnü), 
introduced among their titles and epithets a Tocharian word with typical features of Tocharian B.' I 
suspect that the enigmatic Middle Turkic word yagdu ~ yagtu —yakdu ~ yaktu ‘light, brightness, splendor’ 
(see TMEN $1902 and Tezcan 2020: 86-87 for documentation and etymology) may go back to *naktu 
and be somehow related to the Xiongnu *nakte. If my suspicion is correct, the Xiongnu and Lesser 


Yuezhi words must have originally meant ‘light, splendor’ and therefore also ‘majesty, although none of 


85 The identification of CT äs ‘placenta’ with CT és ‘companion, comrade; spouse; one’s equal’ (ED 253-254) is phonetically 


not possible. 


86 Tkm. etene 'operivsijsja (o ptence)' (TkmRSl 795) may also belong here. 
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the attempted PIE etymologies of the Tocharian word supports this assumption (see Barnes 2013: 41-51 


for an overview of the etymological suggestions). The only evidence for the existence of a root similar 


in meaning in the languages concerned may be the Koguryóan nàixi Z3 57 *nayei ‘white (1); for which 
Beckwith (2007: 57, 252) offers no comparison. This word can be taken to point to a root in *naK- ‘bright, 
shining’ that entered Koguryóan from one of the languages beyond its western border. 

Last, but not the least, Cac, the old name of Tashkent, may also serve as a confirmation for the 
Proto-Turkic */t,/. This name appears as s’ss[tn] and Toatoyvns in the Great Inscription of Shapur I 


(Huyse 1999: 11/37), as ceny ‘of Chach (Tashkent)’ in Manichaean Sogdian (Henning 1940: 8-9), as ccynk 


'Cacskij' in the Sogdian Mugh document A-ı4 (Livšic 1962: 81-83) and as İf > t$ja-t$je, aT tsja-tsjät 


and Së t$ja-£i in Middle Chinese (Pulleyblank 1962: 248). To the extent of my knowledge, the only 
etymology for this toponym has been offered by Gershevitch (1974: 55, 72) and, following him, by Livshits 
(2007: 179). According to these scholars, Các comes from the Old Iranian *dâida- ‘area of water, lake} 
which is in turn related to Čaēčista-, the Avestan name of the Aral Sea. Cac allegedly represents the 
vriddhi form of *Caéca, assimilated from an older *Saia. Having served as a name for the Aral Sea, it 
subsequently came to be used for the Tashkent oasis. This etymology is based on too many assumptions. 
The city and its surrounding regions were in control of the Kangju until the third century CE who had 
direct contact with the Northern Xiongnu and the Dingling in the first century BCE (Golden 1992: 62; 
Kim 2013: 33, 182). The name of the city is highly likely a relic of one of these contacts and stems from 
the Late Proto-Turkic *t,iat,(d) tone.“ This and the Chinese Shíguó [Eq ‘Stone Country’ used later by 


Tang times (Pulleyblank 1962: 246—248; Pulleyblank 1995: 426) both seem to be translations of Kängjü 


Eft EHC k^ag-kia (Schuessler 2007: 322, 332), possibly meaning ‘stone’ Against the assumption of 
Pulleyblank and Bailey, behind *kank- ‘stone’ is not a Tocharian, but an Iranian word hidden, cf. Pashto 


kánay ‘stone’ (see Blažek & Schwarz 2017: 51 for further forms and references). "7 Aalto (1977: 198) 


87 The Middle Chinese pronunciations are given according to Schuessler (2007). 


88 In my view, Janhunen's (2016: 192-193) ‘Pre-Proto-Macro-Turkic’ reconstruction "tixash is completely ungrounded. 


Particularly, the medial *-x- and the final *-$ are forcibly inserted into this reconstruction. 


89 Tch. A $kânk- ‘stone’ turns out to be non-existent. Carling (2009: 109) reinterpreted the attestations cited by Bailey as 


‘river; the river Ganga’ (with a question mark!) and ‘designation of an auspicious sign on the body of the Buddha. 
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concludes his study focusing on the name of Tashkent as follows: “[...] it seems that since time 
immemorial the various names of Tashkent have been translations or transformations of older ones and 
have always had the sense 'stone." 

The reconstruction of */t,/ for Proto-Turkic leads us to the following conclusive reinterpretation 
of our data: the Turkic forms reconstructed with z (6-11) are from Proto-Bulgar Turkic whereas those 
with *t, turn out to be from Early and Late Proto-Turkic (13-14). The only Common Turkic instance with 
* (12) is still dubious. Five items with n (1-5) are either of (Late) Proto-Turkic or of Proto-Bulgar Turkic 
origin. Although it is now clear when the Proto-Turkic */t,/ underwent the changes that formed 
Common Turkic and Bulgar Turkic, we are still left with the uncertainty whether in Bulgar Turkic */t,/ 
directly merged with */1/ or first changed to */L/ and then merged with it. It also remains open as to 
when the two rhotic phonemes have merged in Bulgar Turkic. Concerning these questions, none of the 
adjacent languages can provide us with deeper insight. 

So, we attain a series of phonemes for Proto-Turkic */t,d,r,/ which probably had affricate and/or 
fricative realizations. To these series, one more phoneme may be added: a fourth velar consonant beside 
*/kgn/, which I would like to denote as */k,/. This phoneme may explain the Turkic loanwords in 
Mongolic that appear with onset k- although their Turkic cognates have been attested with vocalic 
onsets. In historical Turkic, this consonant has apparently been elided in all positions and left no explicit 
traces. Three of these loanwords, belonging to the spheres of agriculture, leatherwork and woodcraft, 


are given beneath. 


1 WM kili ~ kile ‘furrow between two fields, border, boundary; frontier; limitation’ (L 466), Khal. 
xil 1. (~ xyazgaar) frontier, boundary, border; 2. rift or ridge in ice on a lake’ (Bawden 1997: 440), 
Bur. xile 1. granica, rubež; 2. meža, linija, čerta; 3. gran’, rubež, granica, styk (napr., stoletij) 


(BurRSI II 424), Oir. kile ‘granica, rubež’ (Todaeva 2001: 198), EYug. kil ‘border, borderline, frontier’ 
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(Sūn 1990: 349) < “kili” < *kiri® « Tu. “kiri Sr > “ir, ~ir, > CT iz ~ iz ^. sled (sledy); 2. naZim; 
3. Certa, borozda; koleja, linija; tropa, tropinka; doroga dlja pesexodov; doroga, put’; ruslo; rel'sy; 
4. put', sposob, rod; 5. povedenie; 6. potomstvo' (ESTJa I 646—647; Károly 2001: 73-75), OU (Br.) 
iz ‘Spur’ (Maue 1996: 151-152), Kum. hiz” (rbbi3) linija, čerta’ (KumRSI 133), Chuv. yér ‘Spur; Streif, 
Rand’ (Paasonen 1974: 25), Chuv. yér ‘1. sled; otpecatok; 2. tropa, tropinka, doroZka; koleja; 3. linija, 
Certa; 4. mor$tina; 5. stroka’ (ChuvRSl 128). 

2. Mo. *kedergen ‘a wooden scraper used in tanning hides’ (Khabtagaeva 2017: 103) + Tu. 
*k.âdirâ-kâ > CT ädräk > Kum. iyrek 'prisposoblenie dlja vydelki kozi' (KumRSl 167), Kklp. iyrek 
1. Zigzag, izvilina, lomanaja linija; / zigzagoobraznyj, izvilistyj; 2. prisposoblenie dlja olistki koži 
(Zeleznaja ili derevjannaja plastinka s krupnymi zub'jami) (KkIpRSI 292), Kirg. iyrek ‘1. zigzag, 
izvilina, lomanaja linija; zigzagoobraznyj, izvilistyj; 2. prisposoblenie dlja ocistki koži (Zeleznaja 
ili derevjannaja plastinka s krupnymi zub‘jami) (KirgRSl I 297-298), Alt. edrek ‘mjalka dlja 


vydelki kož i Skur’ (OjRSI 189), Alt. ädräk ‘instrument dlja vydelki ovéin — ein Instrument zum 


go The change °ri- > °li- is sporadic, but not isolated. It already occurred in Pre-Proto-Mongolic, cf. WM qali- ‘to flow over the 
brim of, overflow (of a vessel or river); to appear over melting ice (of water) (L 919) « *kari- CT kar- ‘to overflow’ (ED 643), 
OU kar- 'überfluten' (Wilkens 2021a: 333). Note that Chag. (Baburnama) kirla- ‘to cut a furrow’ (Thackston 1993: 111/853) and 


Kh. Af‘ Furche, Rinne’ (WCh 151) are almost certainly unidentified Mongolic loanwords. 


gı Cf. Man. irun ^. Erdaufschüttung, Erhóhung; 2. konvexer Dachziegel; 3. Wulst; 4. erhóhter Erdstrich zwischen zwei 
Bewásserungsrinnen im Acker; 5. Leiste der Dachrinne; 6. Heizung im Kang; 7. Karrenspur, Wagengleise' (Hauer 2007: 265), 
Man. iri ‘plot, bed (in a vegetable or flower garden)’ (Norman 2013: 199). The former may have been borrowed from a Kitan 


form “ir. 


92 The initial h- of the Kumyk form is isolated and probably secondary, cf. Kum. hay ‘1. oxota; lovlja // oxotnitij; 2. dobyéa, 
oxotniğ'i trofei (KumRSl 122) but Kh. owci Jäger (LSpCh 304). It must be noted that, despite its formal and semantical 
similarity, Tt. dial. hozan (~ hizan) ‘fallow field, unplowed field, stubble etc. does not belong here because it is a loanword 
from Arm. xozan ‘stubble; (dial.) field reaped but not yet plowed; land left fallow for two years’ (Dankoff 1995: 65). Kh. histäk 
‘Wunsch’ (WCh 133) cannot be taken as a proof for CT *hiz either since the etymology of the verb istâ- is still disputed (OTWF 


455-456; Karoly 2001: 79-80; UW Nb I/2: 131-134). 


93 The meaning “border, boundary between two fields’ is better manifested in the Common Turkic derivative *iz+an: Nog. 
izan, Tat. izan, Bashk. i£an, Kum. hizan, Chuv. yâran (ESTJa I 647—648; Karoly 2001: 76). Chuv. yáran also means ‘furrow’ If it 


is not a loanword, Karachay-Balkar irji ‘meža (KrchBIkRSI 759) must also be connected with *ir.. 
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Weichmachen der Schaffelle' (R I 861), Ab. ezrek *mjalka dlja vydélki koZ' (Verbickij 1884: 41), Alt. 
edrek ‘ploskaja palka s zubcami na obéix storonax, dlja vydelki ovéin' (Verbickij 1884: 465), Khak. 
izirek ‘kozemjalka (derevjannaja palka s zazubrinami dlja vydelki skur) (KhakRSl 120), Sag. ezräk 
‘mjalka dlja vydélki koZi — ein Instrument zum Weichmachen des Leders (beim Gerben)’ (RI 
900), Yak. âtirik 'dugoobraznyj Zeléznyj skobel', kotorym smjagéajut koZu' (Pek. I 317), cf. CT 
âdirâ-gü > Tuv. ediree ‘tool (wooden, saw-toothed) for scraping animal hides’ (Anderson & 
Harrison 2003: 63), Tof. edrää (31po2) ~ edirââ (anipoo) 'skobel' dlja razmjagcenija vydublennoj 
Skury, kozemjalka’ (Rassadin 2016: 573). 

3. Mo. *kirtie™ ‘saw’ (N 416) < *kerüpeg + Tu. "k,áripá-g > CT ärpäg > OU erpág? ‘a saw’ (OTWF 
176), Dolg. árbi ‘Säge’ (Stachowski 1993: 47), Yak. dial. ärbilä- ‘pilit’, raspilivat’ drova' (DSIJaS 250), 
Yak. dial. ärbi xardarar ‘instrument dlja razvodki zub'ev pily pooceredno v raznye storony' 


(DSIJas 251). 


We also find implicit traces of this consonant in morphology. As already implied by Károly (2009: 351), 
the dominant vowels of the Old Turkic formatives -Xn and -Xš hint at the earlier forms *-CXn (= *-k,Xn) 


and *-CX$ (= *-k,X8), respectively? Taking this into account, the Proto-Turkic form of CT *(h)ari$ ‘shaft’ 


94 PTg. *hirögä ‘file’ and PTg. *hirögä- ‘to rasp, to file’ (SS I 328—329; EEW $4989) do not belong here. 
95 The Old Uyghur word is given as erpâk by Wilkens (2021: 262). 


96 The merger of two distinct formatives in CT -Xš is best seen in its two distinct reflexes in Chuvash: -Às (Levitskaja 1976: 
163) and AL The latter is unproductive and is attested in only a few nouns. Among them, the only transparent one is Chuv. 
xaval “1. duplo; duplistyj; 2. duplo (zuba); duplistyj, s duplom; bort’; bortevoj; 4. polost’; polyj; 5. pustota; pustoj, pustotelyj' 
(ChuvRSl 541) : CT kovus ‘hollow, empty’ (< *kov- > kovi hollow; kovok ‘hollow, empty; kovga ‘pail, bucket’) (ED 613, s.v. *kogus; 
OTWF 269). WM yobil ‘cavity, hole, pit, hollow, groove, depression’ (L 357) and qobil ‘groove’ (L 949) come from *gobial (with 
“ia > iin the second closed syllable), which is a loanword from BT *gobyâl, < PT *gobk.ât,â. Other examples of this formation 
are opaque: Chuv. xirlü ‘1. tetiva; 2. struna (prisposoblenie dlja bitja Sersti); 3. stuzen’, vjazok (derevjannaja detal, 
(ED 747; ESTJa V 71-72), Chuv. Sâmâl ‘povod, predlog, priğina' (ChuvRSl 402) : CT yumus ‘errand’ (ED 938), Chuv. xámál ^. 
stebel' (zlakov); 2. sternja, stern’; 3. Zniv'& (ChuvRSl 544) : CT kamis ‘reed, cane, rush’ (ED 628-629), Chuv. kémél ^. serebro; 
serebrjanyj; serebristyj, serebrjanyj' (ChuvRSl 168) : CT kümüs ‘silver’ (ED 723—724). Perhaps OU kogus Fell, Leder, Trommelfell; 


Lederschlauch; ledern, Leder? (Wilkens 2021a: 389), cf. Mo. *koala(t) ‘throat’ (N 416), also belongs to this formation. 
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must be reconstructed as “pâr,k,ât,â. Assuming that */k,/ changed over [c] to [y] in Proto-Bulgar Turkic, 
this form may have given “pâryâl,â there. Exactly *pâryâlâ must have been the source of Tabg. 
*parialan discussed under (10) above. Similarly, the Proto-Turkic form of CT hidis ~ hidis ‘cup, vessel’ 
may be reconstructed as "pid k,át,d if it derives from “pid,d- related to PS *pät- ~ *páta- ‘in den Topf 
legen’ (SW 118). Its regular Proto-Bulgar Turkic form *pid;ydl,d would better explain Kit. *pilia (< *piliala 
< “pidiala) discussed under (8) above. Even PS “peta '(earthen) vessel’ may be traced back to PPS 
*petjal'(e). The vowel length in the second syllable of Kh. hidis also underpins our reconstruction with 
"Ik. 

If */k,/ also gave y- in the onset, the Proto-Turkic form of CT at ‘name, reputation’ and Chuv. yat 


(< *yät) ‘name, title’ may be reconstructed as *k,alt,d. Its later Common Turkic form *altö entered Kitan 


as âlüdün [n] *aldur ~ aláduóli Dol 22 EH. *aldor ‘male personal name’ (Sūn & Nie 2008: 47-48), 
Mongolic as *aldar (< *aldo.r) ‘fame, popularity, glory’ (Sūn 1990: 102) and Tungusic as “aldo ‘Neuigkeit’ 
(EEW 8367). The verbal base *k,al- ‘to say’ of *k,alt,6 is highly reminiscent of PS *ka- (< "kaf. ?) rufen, 


bitten’ (SW 56) and Pump. kali, kala ‘to say, to speak’ (Werner 2005b: 182-183) .9 I have a strong feeling 


97 The elision of /1/ in front of /t,/ and the resulting compensatory lengthening of the vowel are also observed in CT *at- 
(Tkm. át-) Sagat” (ESTJa 1 88; VEWT 31), Chuv. ut- ‘dti, Sagat” (ChuvRSI 519) < Tu. *altid- and CT *kät- (Tkm. gät-, Kh. kätük 
~ kärtük) ‘to notch, chip, gash (something) (ED 700-701; WCh 149), Chuv. kat- ‘1. kolot’; 2. vydalblivat’ (dolotom); 3. rassekat’; 
4. ustupat’, sbavljat’, ubavljat' (v cene); 5. vycitat’, uderzivat’ (napr. iz zarplaty); 6. ubavljat, umen’Sat’, sokrascat 
(kolicestvenno) (ChuvRSl 152) < Tu. *k,âltâ-. The ancient forms are preserved in PM *alda-i- ‘to spread the legs’ (N 267) (with 
“ia > a in the second open syllable) and PM *kelte- ‘to break off, to chip off, cf. Evk. kelte- ‘otlomit’ (kusok xlebay (SS I 446), 
respectively. The structural resemblance of PM “alcala- ‘to spread the legs’ (N 267) and WM alcam ‘big step’ (L 28) with CT 
*atla- (Tkm. ätle-) 1. Sagat’; 2. pereSagivat’, perestupat’; 3. prygat’, pereprygivat’; izmerjat’ Sagami’ (ESTJa I 322) and *atim 
(Tkm. ddim) ^. $ag; 2. sled, sled nogi (stupni)’ (ESTJa I 88) speaks in favor of this relationship. The scarcity of the coda /It/ in 
Old Turkic (e.g., tölt ‘pillow’) also shows that the primary */lt/ must somehow have been altered. Another Turkic verb ending 
in *-tid is *gatid- > *katâ- > CT kat- (Osm. kati-, Yak. xat-, Kh. qattu-) ‘to be hard, firm, tough’ (also ‘to dry up’) (ED 595; ESTJa 
V 334-335; WCh 175), Chuv. xit- ‘1. tverdet’, zatverdevat’, stanovit'sya tvérdym; 2. zastyvat’; sxvatyvat’; 3. styt’, stynut’, zastyvat’; 
kocenet; 4. grubet’, stanovit'sja grubym; 5. stanovit'sja trudnym, tjazélym (o žizni); stanovit’sja nedostupnym (dlja 
priobretenija); 6. stanovit'sja bolee strogim, Zéstkim; 7. byt’ skupym, skrjagoj, skupit'sja; skrjaZnitat” razg.; 8. staret’, terjat' 
vkus (o pive} (ChuvRSl 574). The Turkic verb was borrowed twice into Mongolic, surfacing as WM yaca- to harden, dry; to 
freeze, freeze over; to be blocked, entangled, caught, or jammed; to become mulish, obstinate; to resist, thwart, oppose; to 


contradict; to interfere, stand in the way; to die (of animals) (L 341) and PM *kata- to be or become hard or dry' (N 405). 
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that the hapax legomenon gala ‘Kommando, Signal, Befehl (4) (Haenisch 1939: 57) in SH is linked 
to *k,al- although its morphological structure remains obscure. The KAL-type verbs with the meaning 
‘to call, to shout out’ are typologically common: PIE *gal- ‘call out, speak, *kelh,- ‘call out to’ (Mallory & 
Adams 2006: 473, 489), OC he ör) *ghaal ‘shout, scold’ (Zhéng Zhang 2003: 391), Ar. J gâla ‘sprechen, 
sagen' (Wehr 1985: 1065-1066). 

Furthermore, some nomenverba appear to be the result of the elision of */k,/: CT kari- to be or 
become old’ < *karj- vs. CT kari‘old’ < *karjik,V. Finally, and most importantly, some zetacistic changes 
can be better explained with the involvement of this consonant, e.g, CT köz ‘eye’ < *kó(à)r.V < 
*k,ö(â)r.k.Vderived from *k,ö(â)r- ‘to see. In this case, /r,/ apparently resulted from the fusion of /r,/ and 
/k./. The Proto-Bulgar Turkic had, instead, the derivative “k,ö(â)r,€V which yielded kus (Str. köes !) in 
Chuvash. In view of this argument, the etymology of CT böz ‘grey, brown’ can also be reviewed. Despite 
what has been stated above, it is more likely to be a loanword from Ir. *bork'a | *borxa < *bauraka- | 
*böraka- (ESIJa II 153; Tavernier 2007: 148), cf. Khot. baurkhä ‘yellow leaf (?)' (Bailey 1979: 306),” instead 
of *böra < *baura- ‘brown, bay, grey. So, one does not need to explain why the Iranian /r/ entered Proto- 


Turkic as */r,/ and not as /r,/. In short, CT *boz goes over *bor.d ultimately back to PT *bör.k,a.” 


Seeing *ga-t,id- ‘to dry and harden’ < *ga- > CT ka-k (Osm. Tkm. kak) ‘something dried’ (ED 608; ESTJa V 218-220), "altid- 


may be analyzed as a derivative of *al(V)-, which perhaps survived in PM *alku ‘step’ and *alku- ‘to step’ (N 268). 
98 Emmerick & Skjarve (1982: 94-95) reinterpreted the Khotanese word as ‘root bark. 


99 WM borki ‘old badger’ (L 121) and Kalm. bork’ ‘dachs; alter, grosser dachs’ (KWb 52), bork (6opk) 'staryj borsuk (KalmRSl 
nı) might be etymologized in connection with PT *bor,k.d ‘grey’ Note that Tekin (1986: 157-158) and Erdal (OTWF 101) also 
derived DLT borsmuk ‘badger’ from boz “grey, grey-brown.’ In this case, however, the color name may be referring to the old 


age of the animal. 
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Table 2 Proto-Turkic consonantism 


labial dental alveolar o postalveolar palatal velar 


plosive *p "bh “ty. - edi *k, 
nasal *m *n ü 

trill / tap 
fricative *, *d, "e ir, *k, 
lateral fricative 
approximant 


lat. approximant *l 


affricate 


Table 3 Proto-Bulgar Turkic consonantism 


labial dental alveolar postalveolar palatal velar 


plosive *p *b *t *d, *k i 
nasal *m *n *ń 
trill / tap 
fricative *d, *s "Ta Ck) 
lateral KÉ 
fricative 

approximant 

lat. *], 


approximant 


affricate 
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Table 4 Proto-Common Turkic consonantism 


labial dental alveolar postalveolar palatal velar 
plosive *p *b *t "d, *k *g 
nasal *m *n *n "nu 
trill / tap *r 
fricative (*dj) "e Ki *$ (*k,) 
lateral 
fricative 
approximant *y 
lat. *] 
approximant 
affricate *é 


As is inferable from Table 1 above, Proto-Bulgar Turkic had a greater impact on the adjacent 
languages in comparison to Proto-Common Turkic. This can be explained only through the higher 
cultural level and greater political power of the early Bulgar Turks. The argument that the Dingling who 
were present in the area from the third century BCE to the third century CE spoke Bulgar Turkic perfectly 
fits with our linguistic conclusions. 

The question as to why the attested Turkic languages do not exhibit any onset consonant that 
is more archaic than /- also needs to be answered. My answer to this would be that the two main 
branches of Turkic remained in a similar linguistic environment after their split until the westward 
migration of the Bulgar Turks. In this environment, they must both have undergone the sound change 
of *p- > h- simultaneously." This change may have been triggered by the common ancestor of the 


modern Ket and Yugh languages that was spoken in the Xiongnu Empire and made the sound change 


100 I deem it highly likely that the Proto-Turkic *p- directly changed to A- without an intermediary "f. Note that the Orok p- 


also fluctuates with h-. 
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of *p- > *f- (> Ket h-, Yugh f-) probably in the first centuries CE. Parallel developments discussed under 
(7) and (9) also attest to the contact between Bulgar Turkic and Common Turkic after their split. 
Doerfer (MT 154, n. 29) suggested that the sound change of *p- > h- took place prior to the 
emergence of Tuóbá İİK, i.e., around the birth of Christ or shortly after. Unfortunately, this assumption 
was based on the misinterpretation of two Tuoba glosses as originating from Turkic donor forms with 
initial *h- (MT 163). Anyhow, Doerfer's dating still appears to be accurate. The Turkic *p- seems to have 
been retained until the split of Proto-Samoyedic or even after it. The Turkic loanwords in Proto- 
Samoyedic, such as *póár3jór ^ ‘Bohrer’ (SW n4) < "pór3- ‘kaira’ (Janhunen 1981 $36), *pä™” Holz, Baum, 
Wald’ (SW 117) and páymá ‘Stiefel’ (SW 118), which correspond to the Common Turkic *hēr- ‘to drill, to 
breach’ (ED 194), *hi (~ *ha)"" ‘vegetation, bush, tree’ (ED 1) and *(h)oyma'” “felt boots’ (ED 273), 


101 Janhunen (1981 $36), Sammallahti (1988: 539b), Rédei (UEW 405) and Katz (2003: 262—263) regarded the Proto-Samoyedic 
form as going back to the Proto-Uralic *purâ | ?*purä-, *purâ, “pura and *pârâ, respectively. According to Janhunen, the 
sound correspondence is flawless. Nevertheless, the Proto-Samoyedic root is verbal whereas the Finno-Ugric form is nominal. 


If, despite this discrepancy, the proposed connection is true, *pârâjöy must be discarded from the list. 


102 Helimski (1997 $267) reconstructed it as PS *pá Holz, Baum, Wald. Cf. also PY "mio?! *p"aj ‘Zeder (Zirbelkiefer)’ (Werner 
2002: 1/310), *pa’j ‘cedar’ (Fortescue-Vajda 2022: 276). Janhunen (1981 $126), Sammallahti (1988: 539b) and Rédei (UEW 410) 
linked the word to the Proto-Uralic ?*psxi, *pu/o/äxt/i and *puwe, respectively. In connection with PS "mé, Koivulehto (1991: 
56-57) writes: “Es liegt also hier offenbar eine samojedischerseits unregelmäßige Vokalvertretung vor, die als Indiz für fremde 


Herkunft des Wortes aufgefafst werden kónnte." 


103 The front vocalism is secured by the Old Uyghur and Qarakhanid derivatives irök ~ irük (read: erók ~ erük) lückenhaft, 
schadhaft, morsch, mangelhaft; Lücke, Riss, Auslassung' (Wilkens 2021a: 310) and erük 'a breach or crack (tulma) in a wall, or 
other’ (CTD I uo) as well as the Middle Kipchak noun irsik (with kaf) 'al-mitqab' (Toparlı et al. 2000: 32). Hung. ir to write’ 
and irdal ‘to cut, to slit in’ might also originate from a cognate of CT *her- unless from CT *ir(i)- as suggested by Röna-Tas & 
Berta (TLH 459-464). Khanty jeri- 'tertit”, zeichnen, e. Strich ziehen, mit e. Strich versehen (z. B. e. Baum)’ (DEWOS 404) 
rather speaks in favor of the former. The reconstruction of the initial *h- and the vowel e is supported by PM *hériim (< 


*pertim) ‘drill, auger, awl’ (N 362; K 153) and Kh. her- = Per. cidan (LSpCh 292). The Mongolic form may be traced back to a 


Turkic derivative *perin (cf. WM irim ‘pus’ : OT irin id.), which is also possibly the donor form of the Proto-Samoyedic word. 


104 Kh. hayaé ‘Baum, Holz, Stock, Parasange' (WCh 125) clearly attests to CT *h-. Cf. also PTg. *pia (< *pi-xa) ‘Birke’ (B 33), 
PTg. *pia.kta ‘Weide’ (B 33). 


105 Cf. PM *hoyimasun ‘stocking’ (K 140-141), Man. fomoci ~ foméi ‘stockings, socks’ (Norman 2013: 118), Jur. fumoci ‘socks’ 


Kane 1989: 331), Jur. *poimon ‘hemp (iif. (Sūn 2004: 241). 
P p 
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indicate that the Turkic bilabial strong onset stop may have been preserved until the first century BCE, 
provided that Janhunen's (2009: 63) estimation of the Proto-Samoyedic time-depth is correct. On the 
other hand, the very same onset consonant must already have changed to *h- when the Proto-ObUgrian 
*Irys ~ *ârys ‘song’ (Korenchy 1972: 52-53, albeit with an unlikely Iranian etymology) was borrowed from 


106 « 


an earlier derivative of CT *hir ‘song’ (ED 192), possibly similar to *hirika, cf. Salar yürüy ‘chant, 
chanson’ (Kakuk 1962: op)" The Turkic *h- is not represented in Proto-ObUgrian as it lacked any 
voiceless velar or glottal segment (Honti 1998: 332). Since the disintegration of the ObUgrian unity 
began in the first centuries CE (Honti 1998: 327), the change of Turkic *p- to h- must have occurred 
roughly around the birth of Christ, probably after it. 

Our dating of the sound changes *p- > A- and *-t,- > -š- in Turkic, according to which the latter 
precedes the former, is totally in agreement with the assumption that both Proto-Bulgar Turkic and 
Proto-Common Turkic preserved the onset *p- of Proto-Turkic. In other words, the split of Proto-Turkic 
into these branches antedates the lenition of the onset */p/. 

Two Turkic loanwords in Proto-ObUgrian, *saw3 and as ~ *ürya, also reveal that the word- 
final reduced vowels in Common Turkic survived into the first centuries CE and coexisted with *h-. This 


conclusion is congruent with and confirmative of the reconstruction BT, *hard suggested by the 


. ; 108 
Mongolic aran ~ arai." 


106 Cf. Tt. dial. (Urfa) gir ‘türkü’ (DS 2051). 


107 See Sinor (1979-1980), Ligeti (1986: 136-143) and Röna-Tas (1988: 749—750) for a discussion of possible Turkic loanwords 
in Proto-Ugric and ObUgrian. The most securely established Turkic loanword in Proto-ObUgrian is *saws ‘word, voice, call, 
song, melody' (MSzFE 591). Despite Róna-Tas & Berta (TLH 810), the Proto-ObUgrian word must have been borrowed from 
CT *sava and not from any Bulgar Turkic form. Seeing that the Chuvash cognate of the word lives on in yat-siv 'dobroe imja, 
dobraja slava, est” (ChuvRSl 651), cf. OU at sav söz ‘Bezeichnung; (Wilkens 2021a: 79), the Early Bulgar Turkic form can be 
reconstructed as *siãvă. Chuv. säva ‘song, poem, melody, despite Röna-Tas & Berta (TLH 810) and others, does not belong to 


this word family and probably has a different origin. 


108 Tu. *hdgdrd-, *hârâ and *hörmäkä are further similar forms that can be reconstructed on the comparison of CT hägir- 
‘to spin, to twist, to surround’ (ED 113; WCh 130), CT här ‘man’ (ED 192; WCh 129) and CT hörmäk ‘a plaited, knitted or woven 
garment’ (ED 231) with the Proto-Mongolic *eere- ‘to rotate, to spin, to surround’ (Haenisch 1939: 42; Sun 1990: 248), "ere ‘man’ 
(N 331-332) and "órmege 'kind of coarse fabric' (N 476). Whether they entered Mongolic from Bulgar Turkic or Common 


Turkic remains unclear. 
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Table 5 Major sound changes in Turkic and their datings 


Sound changes in Turkic Approximate dating 


Common Turkic Bulgar Turkic 


*_L- > *-L- 150—100 BCE 
*_t,- > -$- 100-50 BCE 
*p- > h- *p- > h- >1CE 
*V>-0 *V>-0 > 200 CE 
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4. CONCLUSION 


The purpose of the present study is to answer whether Proto-Turkic had an onset “p- or *h- 


corresponding to the Common Turkic /-/0-. The comparative data from Turkic languages enable us to 


reconstruct only *h-. In contrast, the external evidence from the Turkic loanwords in adjacent languages 


indirectly attests to the presence of a prehistoric *p-. The material that comprises fourteen Turkic 


loanwords in different languages is presented above. Whether the onset *p- should be assigned to Proto- 


Turkic or later stages is clarified in the discussion. Other important problems, such as the onset 


consonants of Proto-Turkic and the question of rhotacism and lambdacism, have also been dealt with. 


The conclusions drawn in the discussion above can be summarized as follows: 


1. 


Proto-Turkic had the initial consonants *p-, *n- and *d,-. They yielded h-, y- and y- in Common 
Turkic. *d,- should be strictly distinguished from “d- which merged with *t,- and yielded t- in 
Common Turkic. The Proto-Turkic *-d,- in intervocalic position also changed to -y- in Common 
Turkic. The change of “p- > h- must have taken place in Early Bulgar Turkic and Early Common 
Turkic around the birth of Christ, probably due to the influence of Northern Yeniseian. As 
clearly reflected in Mongolic, the initial *⁄- was retained both in Proto-Bulgar Turkic and Proto- 
Common Turkic. It has been first denasalized in the later stages of both branches. The retention 
of the opposition of *d,- and *d.- is only secured for Proto-Bulgar Turkic. 

Regarding the question of rhotacism and zetacism, it is assumed that Proto-Turkic had two 
rhotic phonemes */r,/ and */r,/, which were probably realized within the range of [r] ~ [r] and 
[1] ~ [r] respectively. As regards the question of lambdacism and sigmatism, the hypothesis has 
been put forward that the Bulgar Turkic /L/ and Common Turkic /3/ go back to the Proto-Turkic 
*/t,/ [ts] (later [6]) which fits in with the consonantism as the voiceless counterpart of */d,/ [dz] 
(later [0]). In onset position, the very same *t,- yielded & in both branches. The emergence of 
[š] and /z/ in Common Turkic is linked with an unidentified Middle Iranian substrate, probably 
close to Khotanese Saka. 

The change of the Proto-Turkic */t,/ to /š/, which marks the emergence of Proto-Common 
Turkic, is dated to the first half of the first century BCE whereas its change to /L/ in Proto-Bulgar 


Turkic slightly preceded it. Thus, these changes are older than the lenition of *p- > h- in Turkic 
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that took place around the birth of Christ. This chronology corroborates the suggestion that 
both Proto-Bulgar Turkic and Proto-Common Turkic preserved the Proto-Turkic *p-. The 
lenition of *p- > h- is followed by the loss of the word-final reduced vowels. So, it turns out that 
the onset *h- and the reduced coda vowels coexisted for a while in Early Common Turkic and 
Early Bulgar Turkic. 

The parallel development of some Bulgar Turkic and Common Turkic forms is suggestive of an 
early contact between these branches. In other words, they first split and diverged, then 
converged and finally lost contact completely. 

In view of the considerations above, a protolanguage cannot be defined as a hypothetical 
linguistic entity whence all the common features of its descendant languages have emerged or 
to which all these features can be traced back, because a feature of the protolanguage may not 
be retained in any of the daughter languages if it is interrupted in all main branches ofthe family 
for any reason. This indicates the possible existence of misleading ‘breakings’ in the 
development of a proto-phoneme into a correspondence set. In some rare cases, the projection 
of a correspondence set with the comparative method may turn out to reflect a 'pseudo-proto- 


level' if there has been a coincidental or convergent parallel change affecting it. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

Ab. Abakan dialect of Khakas 

AD Koşay & Işıtman 1932 

Alb. Albanian 

Alt. Altai 

Ar. Arabic 

Arm. Armenian 

Av. Avestan 

AYS Altun Yaruk Sudur 

AzRSI Tağıyev 2006 

B Benzing 1956 

Bactr. Bactrian 

Bao. Baoan 

Bashk. Bashkir 

Br. Brâhmi script 

BSogd. Sogdian in Buddhist texts 

BT Bulgar Turkic 

BT, Bulgar Turkic (first layer of loanwords in Mongolic) 
BT, Bulgar Turkic (second layer of loanwords in Mongolic) 
BTT 3 Tezcan 1974 

BTT 7 Kara & Zieme 1976 

BTT 34 Shogaito et al. 2015 

Bu Bugut inscription 

Bur. Buryat 

BurRSl Sagdarov & Ceremisov 2006-2008 
c. century 

C M. A. Castrén 

CC Codex Cumanicus 
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Ch. Chinese 

Chag. Chaghatay Turkic 

Cher. Cheremis 

Chuv. Chuvash 

ChuvRSl Skvorcov 1982 

CM Common Mongolic 

CT Common Turkic 

CTD Dankoff & Kelly 1982-1985 
Dag. Dagur 

der. derivative 

DEWOS Steinitz 1966-1993 

Dgx. Dongxiang 

dial. dialectal 

DLT Diwan Luyät at-Turk 

Dolg. Dolgan 

DS Türkiye'de Halk Ağzından Derleme Sözlüğü 
DSBJa Dilmöhämätov 2002 

DSIJaS Boronkin, Alekseev & Vasil'ev 1995 
ED Clauson 1972 

EEW Doerfer 2004 

EHC Eastern Han Chinese 

EMC Early Middle Chinese 

ESIJa II Rastorgueva & Edel'man 2003 
ESKJa Cabolov 2001-2010 

ESTJa I Sevortjan 1974 

ESTJa II Sevortjan 1978 

ESTJa IV Levitskaja 1989 

ESTJa V Blagova 1997 

ESTJa VII Dybo 2003 
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intr. 

Ir. 

Jap. 

Jur. 
Jure. 

K 

Kalm. 
KalmRSI 
Kaz. 

KB 

KD 

Kgj. 

Kh. 
Khak. 
KhakRSl 
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Even 

Evenki 

Eastern Yugur (Shira Yughur) 
folio 

Finno-Ugric 

Farhang-i Zafân-Güyâ 

hapax legomenon 
Hungarian 


Hua Yi Yiyu (3E 533284) 


El-idräk Haşiyesi 
Ibn al-Muhanna, Kitâb Hilyat al-insân wa-halbat al-lisân 
intransitive 
Iranian 
Japanese 
Jurchen 
Jurchenic 
Krippes 1992 
Kalmyk 

Muniev 1977 
Kazakh 

Kutadgu Bilig 
Golden 2000 
Kangjia 

Khaladj 

Khakas 
Subrakova 2006 
Khalkha 

Doerfer 1971a 


Khotanese Saka 
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KhT Khüis Tolgoi inscription 
Kirg. Kirghiz 

KirgRSl Judaxin 1985 

Kit. Kitan 

Kklp. Karakalpak 

KklpRSI Baskakov 1958 

Kmg. Khamnigan 

KmgRSI Damdinov & Sundueva 2015 


KrchBIkRSI Tenisev & Sujuncev 1989 


Krmch. Krymchak 

Kum. Kumyk 

KumRSI Bammatov 2013 
Kurd. Kurdish 

KWb Ramstedt 1935 

L Lessing 1995 

Leksika Tenisev 2001 

lgs. languages 

LHC Later Han Chinese 
lit. literally 

LSpCh Doerfer 1987 

MA Mugaddimat al-Adab 
Man. Manchu 

MC Middle Chinese 

Mgr. Monguor 

MIr. Middle Iranian 

Mo. Mongolic 

Mog. Moghol 

MP Middle Persian 

MRSI Serebrennikov, Feoktistov & Poljakov 1998 
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MSzFE Lakó 1967-1981 

MT Doerfer 1985a 

Müll. G. F. Müller, Vocabularium Harmonicum 
N Nugteren 2011 

Nan. Nanai 

Nen. Nenets 

NTg. Northern Tungusic 
OC Old Chinese 

Oir. Oirat 

OjRSI Baskakov 1947 

Ord. Ordos 

OrokRSl Ozolinja 2001 

Osm. Ottoman Turkish 

OT Old Turkic 

OTWF Erdal 1991 

OU Old Uyghur 

PBT Proto-Bulgar Turkic 
Pek. Pekarskij 1958-1959 
Per. Persian 

PEvk. Proto-Evenki 

PhM Svantesson, Tsendina, Karlsson & Franzén 2005 
PIE Proto-Indo-European 
PKit. Proto-Kitan 

PM Proto-Mongolic 

PPM Pre-Proto-Mongolic 
PPS Pre-Proto-Samoyedic 
precl. preclassical 

PS Proto-Samoyedic 
PTg. Proto-Tungusic 
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Str. 

SW 
Tabg. 
Tat. 

Tch. A/B 
TDW 
Tel. 

Tg. 

Tib. 
TÍEM 73 
Tkm. 
TkmRSI 
TLH 
TMEN 
Tof. 

TS 

TT VIII 


ÜNAL, *ON *P- AND OTHER PROTO-TURKIC CONSONANTS" 


Proto-Uralic 

Pumpokol 

Proto-Yeniseian 

Qisas al-Anbiya? 

Radloff 1893-191 

Rasülid Hexaglot 

Rylands Manuscript of Interlinear Quran Translation into Turkic 
Sagay dialect of Khakas 

The Secret History of the Mongols (Monggolun Niuca Tobéa’an) 
Solon 

Cincius 1975-1976 

Southern Tungusic 

Ph. J. von Strahlenberg, Harmonia Linguarum 
Janhunen 1977 

Tabgac 

Tatar 

Tocharian A/B 

Dawletschin et al. 1989 

Teleut 

Tungusic 

Tibetan 

Türk ve islam Eserleri Müzesi 73 

Turkmen 

Baskakov, Garryev & Xamzaev 1968 

Róna-Tas & Berta 2011 

Doerfer 1963-1975 

Tofan 

Tarama Sózlügü 


Gabain 1954 
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Tt. Turkish 

Tu. Turkic 

Tuh. Kitāb al-Tuhfat al-Zakiyya fi Luyat al-Turkiyya 
Tun. Tufugug inscription 

Tuv. Tuvan 

TuvRSl Tenisev 1968 

Udh. Udihe 

UEW Redei 1988 

Ulch. Ulcha 

UW Röhrborn 1977-1998 


UWNbIA Róhrborn 2010 
UWNbI/2 Ózertural 2020 
UW Nb II/1 Röhrborn 2015 
UWNbII/2  Röhrborn 2017 


Uzb. Uzbek 

VB Volga Bulgar Turkic 

VEWT Räsänen 1969 

WCh Doerfer & Tezcan 1980 

WM Written Mongol 

WYug. Western Yugur (Sarigh Uyghur) 
Yak. Yakut 

ZY Zhiyuan yiyu (£ JERE) 
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APPENDIX 1: RECONSTRUCTED PROTO-TURKIC FORMS OF THE 
WORDS CITED IN THIS STUDY AND RELATED LOANWORDS IN 
ADJACENT LANGUAGES 


1 “*alt,d- ‘to step’ > CT at-, BT *at- (Chuv. ut-) || Mo. *alda-i- ‘to spread the legs.’ 

2. *dd.id ‘lord, master’ > CT âyâ ~ âgâ“* || Mo. Zeien ‘master, owner,’ Tg. *üdá ‘husband, master.’ 

3. *(i)asd ~ *(i)ät,ä ‘placenta’ (+ PT ch. *ietse (outer) skin’) > CT *äs ~ as. 

4. "bork ‘grey’ (+ Ir. *borxa) > *bör,â > CT boz || Mo. borki ‘old badger,’ Mo. *bora ‘grey,’ PS *puro 
‘grey.’ 

5. *dor.a(< dor *gar.d ?) ‘birchbark’ > CT töz || Mo. *durusun ‘birchbark,’ Mo. toos ‘birchbark.’ 
O PT *d;or.d may be a crasis of an unattested *d,o ‘birch (bark), cf. PU *tuji / *toji id. (Janhunen 1981 
$119), and *gâr,â ‘bark’ > CT kâz > kas id. (ESTJa V 328), cf. Yuk. *ga:r/ *qazjr ‘skin, FU *kore/*ko:re 
'skin, bark' (Nikolaeva 2006 $2018). 

6. “d,agir,'dark brown’ > CT yagiz, BT "jagin > *jagri (Chuv. sira) || Mo. *dayir > *dayir ‘brown (earth), 
chestnut-colored (horse). 

7. *d,aká- ‘to burn, to ignite’ (+ Ch. zhuó J^] LHC téak ‘to burn, to scorch’ or PTch. “tsâk- ‘to glow < 
PIE *d^og"^-) > CT yak- (Tkm. yak-, Kh. ya:q-) id. 
© CT yak- is not an emphatic derivative of *ya-, which is the common (unattested) base of yal- ‘to 
burn, to blaze’ and yan- ‘to burn, to blaze up,’ as is generally assumed because the formative -(X)k- 
exclusively forms intransitive verbs (OTWF 649). The relationship between the Chinese and 
Tocharian words is not clear (see BlaZek & Schwarz 2017: 34). From the semantic point of view, the 
Chinese word is a better match. However, one has to assume that Ch. /t$/ was substituted by */d,/ 
[dz] in Turkic. From the phonetic aspect, Tch. A/B tsak- fits much better although it differs 
semantically. It is possible that the word had some further unattested meanings. 

8. "d.at.utó (< *d,at.d-) ‘hidden’ > CT yasut || Mo. *dalda ‘hidden, concealed, secret. 


9. "d.amir.d'groin, flank’ > CT yamiz || Mo. *dabusar ‘bladder, abdomen.’ 


109 CT âyâ has to be strictly distinguished from CT idi. Kh. eydi “Besitzer' (WCh 112), the only alleged proof in favor of CT 


Tedi, is a crasis of *âyâ idi that surfaces as iyâ idi ‘Herr,’ in Old Uyghur (Wilkens 2021a: 315). 
ay Ly yg 
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D. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


28. 


24. 


25. 
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*d,är,ä ‘a plant’ > CT yez || Mo. *deresün 'feather-grass.' 

*d,et,ä- ‘to reach’ > CT yet-, BT “fet- (Chuv. &it-) || Tch. AB tsit to touch.’ 

*d,ird-|*d,ird-‘to separate, to tear, to split’ (+ PTch. tsär- [tsir] ‘to separate (entirely)' < PIE *der- ‘to 
split, to flay, to tear) > CT yir- ‘to tear (off), to dig,’ CT yir- ‘to separate, to split, BT */ir- ‘to make 
furrows’ (Chuv. sir-) || Mo. *fir- to cut.’ 

Ò I assume that CT yir- and CT yir- are simply historical variants of the same etymon. They are both 
attested since Old Uyghur as independent verbs (see ED 955; ESTJa IV 203-204; Wilkens 2021: 890, 
900, S.v. yeril- and yır-). 

*d.or,d ‘weak, impotent; barren’ > CT yoz || Mo. “dora ‘feeble, weak.’ 

*d,u ‘residue’ (+ Ch. zao f *[ts] fu ‘sediment; dregs’) > CT yuk ‘id.,’ CT yuk- ‘to stick to.’ 

"d.ut,d- ‘to pour out’ > CT yus- ~ yüs- || Mo. *dusu- ‘to drip, to drop.’ 

*d,ür, ‘100’ > CT yüz, BT *jür (Chuv. ser) || PS “ür ‘100,’ PY *A,us / *A,ut 100. 

"d.ür. ‘complexion, face’ > CT yüz, BT "jüór (Chuv. sâvar) || Mo. “düri ‘appearance, form, 
complexion.' 

*gat,iâ- ‘to be or become dry or hard’ > CT kat-, BT *kat- (Chuv. xit-) || Mo. *gaca- to harden, to dry; 
to freeze, to freeze over, Mo. *kata- ‘to be or become hard or dry.’ 

*gobk.ât,â ‘hollow, empty’ (PBT *gobyal,) > CT kovus, BT *kovul (Chuv. xäval) || Mo. *gobil ‘cavity, 
hole, hollow, groove.’ 

*k,ad,a ‘rock’ > CT kaya || Mo. *kada ‘rock.’ 

“kalt ð name’ > CT at, BT *yát (Chuv. yat) || Kit. *aldor ~ *aldur ‘male personal name,’ Mo. *aldar 
‘fame, reputation,’ PTg. “aldo ‘news.’ 

*kit.(V) ‘sable’ > CT kis || PPS *kil’ > *ki ‘sable, PY *kada ‘Siberian weasel.” 


"kit.d winter > CT kis, BT “kir > *xil (Chuv. xél) || PY *kata ‘winter,’ PPS *kel’ > *ke ‘winter.’ 


*k it,i lady, wife’ (+ Xiongnu JH *kitsi | *kitsi lady, married daughter’) > CT kisi ~ kisi. 
*k,äd,ir,äk,ä wooden tool for scraping animal hides’ > CT ädräk || Mo. *kedergen ‘a wooden scraper 


used in tanning hides.’ 


uo PY *kada (Werner 2002: 1/475) is only related to *k/it,(V) if the voicedness of the dental in Yeniseian can be accounted for. 
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*kâltâ- ‘to notch, to chip’ > CT *kät-, BT *kát- (Chuv. kat-) || Mo. *kelte- ‘to break off, to chip off. 
"k,üripág ‘saw’ > CT ärpäg ~ erpág || Mo. *kirüe ‘saw.’ 

*k,ir.t ~ *k,ir.i ‘trace; line; border’ > CT iz ~ iz, BT *yi/ir (Chuv. yér) || Mo. *kili border, borderline, 
boundary.’ 

*k,6(a)r,k,V ‘eye’ > *kó(d)r.V > CT köz. 

“nasa ~ “nat.d ‘loss, damage, death; mourning’ (+ Tch. B öyâtse ~ nätse ‘danger; plague, distress’) > 


CT yas ~ yas, BT "jas || Hung. gyász ‘mourning, bereavement,’ Cher. sds ‘memorial service for the 


deceased.’ 

*nat,â ‘weak, emaciated, lazy, calm’ > CT *yas, yasi-, yasik- || Mo. *nala > *nalai- ‘to be quiet, to be 
calm,’ Mo. *nasi-gai 'slow, lazy, Mo. *jali- ‘to calm down; to be lazy.’ 

© PT *nat,ä may be related to Mir. *nasta ‘destroyed, spoiled, cf. Bactr. vapro (< “nasta-) 
(Sims-Williams 2000: 208), BSogd. n'stk nasté ‘spoiled, destroyed’ (Gharib 2004 $5816) if we assume 
that Mir. */st/ was substituted by */t,/ in Proto-Turkic. A semantic change such as ‘destroyed’ > 
‘weak, emaciated’ > ‘lazy, slow’ > ‘calm’ is conceivable. 

"nat,ü ‘(year of) age’ > CT yas, BT "jar (VB jal, Chuv. sul) || Mo. *nasun ‘(year of) age.’ 


“áird ‘backbone’ > CT yiz ~ yiz || Mo. *niriun > *niruun ‘back,’ Pio, *niri+ ‘backbone.’ 


*niât,â ‘new-born, baby, child’ (+ Ch. rüzi f$ T *njuah-tsjah ‘weak child’) > CT yas || Mo. *nilka 
‘youngest child, baby, young and tender, delicate’ (Mo. *niljarai ‘young, tender, new-born’ and Mo. 


*nirat newly-born’ may also belong here), Mo. "jalau ‘young,’ PY "A;al(a) ‘child.’ 


O PS "äu? (? *íuáj) Kind, Junges’ (SW 11) may be an indirect loanword from Ch. rü $5 *njuah 
‘suckling, child.’ See Fortescue-Vajda (2022: 96) for a Uralo-Siberian etymology of PS *ńuô. 
*pâr,k.ât,â ‘shaft’ (PBT *par,yal,a) > CT *haris || Tabg. *parialan ‘beam, joists,’ Mo. "aral ‘shaft of a 
cart.’ 

*pàr.á ‘few, little’ > CT *haz, BT *har || Mo. aran ~ arai ‘hardly, barely, scarcely,’ Cher. or, ar ‘small, 
young.’ 

*pât,(V) ‘heat’ > CT *has, BT *hâr || PY *p"al ‘hot, warm,’ Mo. asa- ‘to burn, to catch fire.’ 

*pâgâr â- ‘to spin, to twist, to surround’ > CT hägir-, BT *(h)ägir- (Chuv. arla-) || Mo. *eere- ‘to rotate, 


to spin, to surround.’ 
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*pâr,â ‘man’ > CT här, BT *(h)är (Chuv. ar) || Mo. *ere ‘man.’ 

*pât,â- ‘to dig’ > CT *häs(ü)-, BT *är- (Chuv. al-) || Mo. *hete- ‘to pick, to pluck out, Tg. *pâtâ- ‘to dig, 
to dig out, to dig up.’ 

*pt (~ *pà) ‘vegetation, bush, tree’ > CT *hi'|| PS “pd (“pä ?) ‘wood, tree, forest. 

"pid k,dt,d (< *pid,a-) ‘cup, vessel, dish’ (PBT *pidydl,d) > CT *hidi$ ~ hidis || Kit. pilia ‘drinking cup,’ 
Pio *pila ~ *pilia ~ *pilai ‘wooden vessel, formed like a cask,’ PS *petó '(earthen) vessel. 

© The verbal root *pid,â- may be related to PS *pät- ~ *päts- ‘in den Topf legen’ (SW 118). See No. 41 
for the correspondence of Tu. and PS “a. 

*pür,(i) ~ “piar,(i) ‘song > CT *hir, BT *hiâri (Chuv. yurâ) || PObUg. *īry3 ~ *ârys ‘song.’ 

*pit,â- ~ *pit,â- ~ *püt,d- to smooth (out) > CT *his(Z)- ~ *his- ~ *hüs- || PS *picâ- (~ *piicd-) ‘to shave 
beard, to cut hair,’ Mo. *hile- ~ *hili- ‘to caress, to rub, to iron, to smooth,’ Mo. *hüli- ‘to rub, to knead, 
to scrape.’ 

*por,â- (der. *por,âkü-) ‘to outstrip, to escape’ > CT hoz- || Mo. *horgu- ‘to flee.’ 

*pot,â ‘inside; internal organs, intestines’ > CT *(h)o3 || PY *p"ola ‘fat.’ 

*pökür.(< *pög kür,?) ‘ox’ > CT hóküz, BT *hökür (Chuv. vakar) || Mo. *hüker ‘bovine, ox.’ 
*pör,mâk,â ‘woven garment’ > CT *hórmák || Mo. *örmege ‘kind of coarse fabric.’ 

*pür,üt,ö (< *pür,d-) ‘torn off > CT *hüz- || Mo. *hürtesün ‘scrap, rag, shred; piece, morsel’ 
*niit,d-‘to search’ > CT *hüs- || PS *pe- (? *pej-) ~ *pó- ~ *pü- (? *püj-) ‘to search. 

*püt,ü- ‘to grow, to increase’ > CT *hüsü-, *hüküs || Mo. *hüle- ‘to remain, to be left,’ PTg. *pülâ- ‘to 
remain, to be in excess,’ PS *pü- ‘to spawn.’ 

"sit, ~ "siti ‘tooth’ > CT tis ~ tis, BT *siz (Chuv. sal) || Mo. *sitiin > *sidün ‘tooth.’ 

*siâbâ ‘word’ > CT *sava > sav, BT *siavd (Chuv. siv in yat-siv) || PObUg. “saws ‘word, voice, song.’ 
*tiat.(d) ‘stone’ > CT *tias~ *t'i$ > *tas, BT "tiar(d) > *éal (Chuv. cul) || PY Tice ‘stone,’ Mo. *cilaun 
‘stone.’ 

*t igü(-ki/-küy) ‘raw, uncooked’ > CT cig(-ki/-kày) ~ yig || Mo. *tüükei ~ *tüükü ‘raw.’ 


*ür, ‘above, upper part’ > CT iizd, BT *ür > "ver (Chuv. vir). 
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APPENDIX 2: XIONGNU WORDS SURVIVING IN ALTAIC LANGUAGES 


(Xiongnu data cited from Pulleyblank 1962 and Schuessler 2014) 


Pr 


chénglí f£ dan-li < *dräy-ri ‘sky’ || Tu. tänri ~ tanri heaven, God,’ Mo. tengeri ‘sky, heaven, god.’ 


jinglü KP kena", qinglü #% E) kbien-lia* ‘Hunnish knife’ || Tu. kiyrak ~ kinirak ~ kinarak (~ 


kirnak) ‘broad knife (often with two blades),’ Mo. *kingara ‘large knife (often with two blades).' 
© Otherwise related to the Sogdian ynyrh *xangara-, Christian Sogdian xgr, Wakhi xingar, Yidgha 


xugor by Bailey (1985). 


^ Ln 


tuóxi ig EE, FEE dai/tan-ge, ten-ge (Yan Shigü: HAZ ten-ge) ‘a wild horse’ || Tu. tagi (~ taki) ‘female 


wild ass,’ Mo. taki ‘wild horse’ (^ Man. tahi ‘a wild horse"). 

ouduó Bf; f? ?o-duat < *?6-16t ‘wasteland, border area’ || Tu. oro ‘a storage pit dug in the ground’ 

9 Despite the superficial similarity, the Xiongnu word is not related to Tu. ordo ‘royal residence; 
burrow, underground habitation of an animal’ or Mo. ordon ‘residence of a ruler, palace, camp.’ 


jüci EX kia-tshi" lady, married daughter’ || Tu. kisi ~ kiši Woman, wife.’ 


H 


lao Bä lak < *g-läk ‘a milk product’ || BT *irag ‘buttermilk’ (> Cher. yöra ‘buttermilk,’ Hung. író 


‘buttermilk’). 


© Mo. ayirag ‘kumiss’ is probably a contamination of Tu. ayran and Zog. 


ES tsie ‘slave girl’ || Kit. | FE ST *Sirbi‘slave and maid-servants (4283) (= Mo. derbi?) (Shimunek 


kal 


Z 


2007: 94; Sün & Nié 2008: 102). 

táotá Batz dou-da < *lâ-lâ ‘a kind of horse’ (Yan Shigü: KR dau-da) || Tu. yunt ~ yund ‘horse’ < PT 
*d,und,d (~ *d,ud,a ?) (^ PS "juntá (~ junta) ‘horse’). 

Oho ELBİ, tihü ŞERHİ de vo ‘purified kumiss, clarified butter (Jap. daigo ‘ghee’) || CT yag ‘fat, oil, 
grease,’ Chuv. su ‘butter, fat’ < PT “d.iâgâ, cf. Proto-Circassian *dağa ‘lard, fat’ (Kuipers 1975: 69), 
without cognates in other West Caucasian languages, possibly a borrowing from Early Bulgar 
Turkic. 

O The Chinese transcription renders a phonetic realization of */d,iâgâ/, approximately [diäca]. 


Otherwise related to the Mongol cige(n) kumiss’ < *tigd(n) / *tiga(n) by Pulleyblank (1962), to the 
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Proto-Yeniseian *tdk- or *tik- ‘white’ by Vovin (2003b) and to the Iranian *dauga- ‘buttermilk, sour 


milk etc.' by Dybo (2007). 


chügi, tügi SS da-gi < *dá-gri (Yan Shigü: *dia-gri) ‘title given to the Crown Prince ofthe Xiongnu; 


(lit.) virtuous, worthy (EX) || Avar iugurrus *yugur (< “d,oguRâ ?) ‘co-ruler of the khagan, cf. the 


Danube Bulgarian tribe name Sovapys fuar (Besevliev 1963: 289-290). 

© Since Mikkola (1927: 160), the Avar title has mistakenly been identified with the Qarakhanid title 

yugrus ‘a commoner of vizier rank one degree below Khagan' (ED 905-906). The Qarakhanid title 
might be related to the Avar *yugur only with its base. Perhaps it was formed from *yugur on the 
analogy to cavus ‘army commander’ (ED 399). The Xiongnu title is otherwise related to the Turkic 
title tegin ‘prince’ by Pulleyblank (1962) and to CT *dogro ‘direct, fair, honest, legal’ by Dybo (2007). 
doulud 323% do-lak ‘burial mound’ || OU tolangu (< *d,olag ?) ‘mound of earth, tumulus’ (Kudara & 
Zieme 1983: 302, 306). 

9 Otherwise related to PT *durak « *dur- ‘to stand’ by Dybo (2007) and to WM dobuilya ‘elevation’ 
by Di Cosmo (2013). 

puléi 3528 ba-luis < *bá-rus name ofa country; name of a general’ || Tu. bars ‘tiger,’ Mo. bars ‘tiger, 
possibly borrowed from Tch. A pârs 'variegated, magnificent, splendid' or MP pars 'spotted, 
speckled.' 

jiadou W% kep-to bag || Tu. kāp (< *kiáp) leather bag, waterskin, sack; vessel, container,’ cf. Tu. 
*kapturga ‘a big, deep sack,’ Tu. (Rubruck) captargac /kaptirgak/ ‘a square bag,’ Mo. *kabtarga ‘bag, 


pouch, purse, pocket.’ 
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